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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

42 NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS

Comment Responsesto Green Duwamish Watershed Alliance (NGO 1)
and Friends of the Green River (NGO 2)

NGO 1-1and NGO 2-1
See General Comment Responses 3 and 23.

NGO 1-2 and NGO 2-2

See Generd Comment Response 7. The commenter is correct in implying that forests influence
water quaity and stream function in a number of ways. As suggested in the comment, forest
vegetation can: 1) dabilize soil and filter surface flows to reduce the amount of fine sediment
entering streams; 2) moderate the effects of storm events on stream flows; 3) provide shade that can
reduce peak surface water temperatures, and 4) provide physicd habitat (large woody debris) for
fish and wildife (see HCP subsection 5.3.2). All of these functions were consdered in the
development of the HCP, and dl are accounted for in the riparian and upland management measures
identified in Chapter 5 of the HCP.

Streambank integrity, vegetative filtering of surface flows, shade, and large woody debris would be
provided by maintaining no-harvest forest buffers dong al streams on the Covered Lands.  Buffers
will range from 25 feet wide on intermittent non-fish-bearing streams (DNR Type 5) to 200 feet
wide on large fish-bearing streams (DNR Types 1 and 2). Streams within the Naturd Zone would
have even wider buffers. These buffers would meet or exceed the buffers prescribed by the recent
Washington Forests and Fish Report, which represents the state of the art in commercia forestland
management for fish and water qudity.

NGO 1-3and NGO 2-3
See General Comment Response 8.

NGO 1-4 and NGO 2-4
The Services and Tacoma Water agree that a flow regime that better mimics the natural flow regime
of the Green River is desrable (see Generd Comment Response 27). Because it represents a andl
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

fraction of the highest flows in the Green River (less than 2%), Tacoma's withdrawa will not
appreciably affect high flows in the Green River. Furthermore, because high flows generdly dso
represent high turbidity events, Tacoma generdly reduces or stops water withdrawa from the
maingem Green River during high flow events.

The primary factor influencing the flow regime in the Green River is operation of Howard Hanson
Dam, which is the sole respongbility of the USACE, not Tacoma Water. As noted in Genera
Comment Response 16, the primary vehicle for coordination and flow management adaptation in
the future will be the Green River Flow Management Committee. Conservation measures and
monitoring to be implemented by Tacoma Water under its HCP would facilitate development of a
more naturd flow regime if that is the target condition identified by the Green River How
Management Committee.

NGO 1- 5and NGO 2-5

See General Comment Response 17. Although Tacoma Water withdraws a substantial portion of
the Green River flow during the summer, the minimum flow requirements to be implemented by
Tacoma under its HCP would meet or exceed exiding indream flow requirements set by Ecology
(HCP subsections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2). During extreme, summer low-flow events, conservation
measures in the HCP will increase the amount of water in the river compared to baseline conditions.
However, Tacoma Water has limited ability to affect water temperature and pollutant concentretions
in the middle and lower watershed.

NGO 1-6 and NGO 2-6
See Generd Comment Response 13.

NGO 1-7 and NGO 2-7
See Genera Comment Response 22.

NGO 1-8 and NGO 2-8

See Generd Comment Response 20. The purpose of an HCP is to minimize and mitigete the impacts
of any incidental taking authorized by a Section 10 permit, and to ensure that issuance of the permit
does not appreciably reduce the likdihood of the survivd and recovery of the species in the wild.
An HCP is not required to recover listed species or restore habitat damaged by past actions, dthough
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

many HCPs, induding Tacoma Water's, indude measures specificaly designed to rehabilitate
habitat that is not currently consdered to be functioning properly.

Interruption of gravel transport in the maingem Green River has been primarily the result of
congtruction and operation of Howard Hanson Dam by the USACE. Construction of the Tacoma
Headworks in 1912 intercepted approximatdy 13,500 cubic yards of grave, eguivdent to less than
1 year's supply of bedload (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998; Perkins 2000). In contrast,
Howard Hanson Dam has intercepted virtualy dl of the bedload from the upper watershed for the
past 37 years.

Moreover, Tacomas proposed increase in the height of the Tacoma Headworks would not
subgtantidly influence the downstream transport of sediment. Raising the Headworks by 6.5 feet
will result in approximately 43,000 cubic yards of increased sediment storage.  Assuming that
approximately 15 percent of the natural sediment load was bedload (Olympic National Park 1996),
the structure would intercept gpproximately 6,500 cubic yards of gravel. The presence of Howard
Hanson Dam upstream of the Tacoma Headworks currently prevents the downstream transport of
gravel and larger-sized sediment. Consequently, the actua composition of intercepted materials is
expected to be primarily fine sediments.

The volume of gravel-szed sediments that Tacoma Water proposes to add to the river would exceed
the amount of materid that would be intercepted by the raised Headworks. In addition, the
increment of gravel placed by Tacoma under the HCP would be supplemented by gravel placed by
the USACE as part of the Section 7 consultation process and jointly by the USACE and King
County as part of the Green-Duwamish Generd Investigetion Project. Together, these projects are
expected to restore downstream movement of gravel.

NGO 1- 9and NGO 2-9
See Genera Comment Response 18.

NGO 1-10 and NGO 2-10

See General Comment Response 4. Water conservation and reuse planning are integra components
of Tacoma Water's efforts to protect and restore Green River aguatic resources. These methods
done are not auffident to restore Green River indream resources, and therefore must be
supplemented by other resource planning approaches.
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NGO 1-11 and NGO 2-11
See General Comment Response 21.

NGO 1-12 and NGO 2-12

The comment letter written by the Sierra Club, Cascade Chapter, has been included as a part of the
public record for this DEIS, and comment responses were prepared for the FEIS (see letter NGO
10).
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

Comment Responsesto South King County Chapter
Washington Council Trout Unlimited (NGO 3)

NGO 3-1
Comment noted.

NGO 3-2
Comment noted.

NGO 3-3

The USACE currently collects and removes drift (naturaly occurring logs and other woody
vegetation) from severa water control projects in the Pacific Northwest, including Howard Hanson
Dam on the Green River. These operations are coming under increased scrutiny due to concerns
regarding the effect of these operations on downstream biologica resources and the cost and
environmental impact of drift disposd (typicdly by burning).

The issue of handliing drift is not isolated to the Pecific Northwest. For instance, the USACE,
Huntington, West Virginia, is currently modifying Bluestone Dam to minmize the need to handle
up to 50 acres of drift that accumulates at the dam during storm events.  Bluestone Dam is located
on the New River in West Virginia immediately upsiream of a reach designated as a National Scenic
River and managed by the National Park Service. Although the New River beow Bluestone Dam
supports ggnificant whitewater rafting and represents a regiona tourist attraction, Bluestone Dam
is being modified to alow organic materid to be passed downstream during storm events to support
downstream hiological resources (Hastead and Werth 2000).

An important festure of the proposed Green River Woody Debris Management Program, HCM 2-08
is the commitment to monitor the results of the program and make adjustments as necessary to
ensure that the program contributes to the recovery of natural stream processes in view of public
hedlth, safety, and flood control concerns.

NGO 3-4
See General Comment Response 18 for a discusson of the objectives of HCM 2-08, Downstream
Woody Debris Management Program.
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NGO 3-5through 3-9
See General Comment Response 19 for a discussion of the Woody Debris Management Program
and recreationd use of the Green River.
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

Comment Responsesto Rainier Audubon Society (NGO 4)

NGO 4-1

HCPs by definition cannot appreciably reduce the likdihood of survival or recovery of species in
the wild. In other terms, an HCP cannot contribute to the extinction of any species whether they
were or were not consdered during the development of the HCP. The Services believe that it will
be rare for unforeseen circumstances to result in a jeopardy Stuation. However, if such an event
would occur with respect to Tacoma Water's HCP, the Services will use dl of their authorities and
resources, will work with other federal agencies to rectify the Stuation, and will work with Tacoma
Water to redirect conservation and mitigation measures to remove the jeopardizing effects. The
Services have dgnificat resources and authorities that can be utilized to provide additiona
protection for threstened and endangered species that are the subject of a given HCP, including land
acquidition or exchange, habitat restoration or enhancement, translocation, and other management
techniques. In the event that the species continues to decline in light of these preventative measures,
the Servicesretain the right to revoke Tacoma Water' s permit in the face of jeopardy.

Discussons between the City of Tacoma and the Services during the development of the HCP were
conducted with the knowledge and understanding that issuance criteria (see Generd Comment
Response 3) mugt ultimately be met before an ITP is issued by the Services. However, the actua
determination as to whether Tacoma Water’s proposed HCP and ITP have met the issuance criteria
will be made after the FEIS and Find HCP have been revised based on public input during the
origind 78-day comment period, and subsequently released for a second 30-day public review
period. If a that time issuance criteria are met, the determination to issue a permit will be
documented in the Services decison documents consisting of the ESA Section 10 findings, ESA
Section 7 biologica opinions, and a NEPA record of decison.

NGO 4-2
See Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5 and Genera Comment Responses 11 and 12.

NGO 4-3
See General Comment Response 5.
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

NGO 4-4

The Services cannot compel Tacoma Water, nor did they compel the City of Seattle, to discontinue
logging operations on thar lands. It both ingtances it is the responghility of the Services to ensure
that activities proposed by ether Applicant as covered activities under an HCP meet the issuance
criteria of Section 10(8)(2)(B) of the ESA. These criteria are listed in Generd Comment Response
3.

NGO 4-5
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-3 and NGO 5-6. There are two different types of HCP

recognized by the Services: outcome-based, where the Services and Applicant agree to a set of
biologica outcomes as the commitments of the permit holder; and prescription-based HCPs, where
the Services and Applicant negotiate specific measures, for example the sze, number and spacing
of live recruitment trees, that are designed to produce habitat attributes or species responses.  In the
outcome-based HCPs, the Services bdieve quattifisble gods and objectives must be clearly
aticulated, or we have no recourse for determining non-compliance during permit implementation.
However, with prescription-based HCPs, such as the Tacoma Water HCP, the importance of
numeric gods and objectives is reduced, since the legad commitments made by the Applicant are
the prescriptions and not the outcome of the prescriptions.

NGO 4-6
See Specific Comment Response NGO 5-7. The comment is incorrect in stating the measure

addressing trees in the danger zone are vague. Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01F clearly states,
“Danger trees fdled in the Natural Zone will be left as wildlife habitat, or removed to be used
elsewhere to meet one or more of the Conservation Measures of thisHCP” (emphasis added).

NGO 4-7
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-7 and NGO 5-8. The conditions under which danger tree

removal could occur in the Naturdl Zone are clearly stated in HCM 3-01F.

NGO 4-8
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-10, NGO 5-11, NGO 5-12, and NGO 5-15.
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NGO 4-9

It is true that the overriding purpose of the ESA is to conserve the ecosystems upon which
threatened and endangered species depend.  With this in mind, when Congress amended Section 10
of ESA it was its intertion that the HCP process and the issuance of 1TPs would be used to reduce
conflicts between liged species, ecosystem conservation, and economic development. To
accomplish this the HCP process dlows some individuds of a species to be harmed or taken under
an ITP if such take is incidentd to otherwise lawful activities, and if such take does not appreciably
reduce the chances of survival and recovery of listed speciesin the wild.

Therefore, dthough Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA does dlow for the take of individuas of listed
species and states that HCPs are not required to recover listed species, the Services do recognize that
HCPs must be consistent with any federal recovery plans for listed species, and thus must allow for
recovery of liged species to occur. In general, the Services believe that HCPs can provide an
effective regulatory and management tool for the conservation of listed and unlisted pecies on non-
federd lands.

NGO 4-10
See Genera Comment Response 4.

NGO 4-11
Tacoma Water has indicated to the Services that it regularly educates its resdential and dl other
ratepayers about the benefits of date-of-the-art water-efficient landscape techniques. Techniques
currently supported are numerous and include:

# Seasona newspaper articles.

# Utility bill inserts

# Didribution of ran gauges, ran sensors and water-efficient landscape literature a
various public venues, such as the Puydlup Fair, and viatelephone requests.

# Firs-hand expert advice to calers interested in water-efficient landscaping.
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#

Inkind support of the Metropolitan Parks annua Fal Native Plant Sale (Tacoma
Water daff has for the last 3 years enhanced the sdle catalog, with an expanded
sdection of native plants, plus plant descriptions that indude size and habitat
requirements that promote customer education in selecting the right plant for the
right place).

Support and/or facilitation of seminars and other professional programs that target
the public, the landscape industry and conservation peers in Idaho, Oregon, and
Washington (Tacoma Water saff includes a landscape horticulture expert).

Periodic irrigation system audits of public agency landscapes.

Participation in the Water Conservation Codition of Puget Sound, an organization
of utility conservation professionals whose misson is “to promote efficient water use
in the Puget Sound region emphasizing water’s true vaue as a natura resource and
encouraging conservation.” This organization has been involved with Segitle Public
Utilittes TV and radio campaigns, plus annuad education efforts a the annua
Northwest Flower & Garden Show.

Participation with King and Snohomish Counties Soils for Salmon programs.

Education of Washington State Universty Master Gardeners at annua training
sessons and other events such as the American Red Cross Gardens of Tacoma
landscape tour.

Supporting and pursuing scientific research regarding the range of water saved by
particular landscape practices such as the incorporation of organic matter.

Annud provison of free and/or at-cost literature and water-saving devices to
wholesae customers, including rain sensors.

Provision of technicd expertise in cregtion and review of literature and guiddines
distributed by the Washington State Department of Health, Ecology and the EPA, as
well as utilities and organizations throughout the nation.
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Tacoma Water encourages its ratepayers to water their lawns and landscapes efficiently rather than
requesting them to forego watering during the summer.  Advocating a different approach to lawn
care is not in the purview of Tacoma Water, which seeks to let customers choose how they manage
and maintain their landscapes.

It should be noted that the conservation efforts liged herein (among others too numerous to list)
cannot be promoted effectively by utilities done. This is because there are numerous institutional
and technicd impediments that minimize or prevent participation or adoption of water-conserving
habits. For example, efforts to update the city and county landscape codes to include soil
preparation, minmum standard irrigation equipment, and appropriate plants as designed and/or
reviewed by qudified professonas, have been rejected by various entities within the building and
landscape communities.

The City of Tacoma has a grass recyding program that is operated by the recycling section of its
Solid Weste Utility.

NGO 4-12
See Genera Comment Response 29.
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Comment Responsesto National Audubon Society, Washington Chapter (NGO 5)

NGO 5-1

Discussons with the City of Tacoma and the Services during the development of the HCP were
conducted with the knowledge and understanding that issuance criteria (see Generd Comment
Response 3) mugt ultimately be met before an ITP is issued by the Services. However, the actua
determination as to whether Tacoma's proposed HCP and ITP has met the issuance criteria will be
made after the FEIS and Find HCP have been revised based on public input during the origina 78-
day comment period, and subsequently released for a second 30-day public review period. If at that
time issuance criteria are met, the determination to issue a permit will be documented in the
Services decison documents consisting of the ESA Section 10 findings, ESA Section 7 biological
opinions, and a NEPA record of decison. Prior to this, it is premature for the Services to conclude
that that Tacoma Water's HCP does not meet the requirements of Section 10 of the ESA.

NGO 5-2
Comment noted.

NGO 5-3

The biologicd gods and objectives of an HCP are the desired outcome of the HCP's conservation
measures.  Although not explicitly stated in Tacoma Water's HCP, as will be required in dl future
HCPs under the new “5 Point Policy” (65 FR 35242), the Services believe that the Tacoma Water
HCP has incorporated biologicd gods and objectives in the habitat conservation measures of its
HCP. For additiond information on the biologicd gods and objectives of the HCP, see Specific
Comment Response NGO 5-6.

NGO 54

The “5 Point Policy” requires the use of adaptive management in an HCP if sgnificant biologica
uncertainty exist for Covered Species. Where Tacoma Water and the Services have identified
dgnificant biological uncertainty, it was addressed through the gpplication of adaptive management.
Specificdly, subsections 6.2 and 6.3 of the HCP address where and when adaptive management
would be used to respond to new information or changing conditions. Chapter 6 of the HCP also
includes subsections on compliance monitoring to ensure HCP conservation measures are being
implemented as agreed under the HCP and |A.
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NGO 5-5

The cessation of timber harvesting on Tacoma Water lands in the Upper Green River Watershed is
not a reasonable aternative under Section 10 of the ESA. While the primary purpose for owning
the lands is to protect water quality, the City of Tacoma has determined that it will also manage the
lands for commercid timber production where such management is not in conflict with the
maintenance of water qudity. This is an option that is fully within Tacoma Water's rights as a
landowner. If Tacoma Water chose not to conduct commercia timber harvesting on its lands, the
risk of incidental take of listed species on those lands would be negligible, and the need for ITP
coverage would no longer exist. The Services do not consider the complete avoidance of covered
activities (and therefore dimination of the need for the ITP coverage) to be a practical form of
mitigation for an ITP.

The Services do not anticipate that the level of incidentd take proposed for authorization under
Tacoma Water’s ITP would result in “severe risks to the viability of permitted species” as suggested
by the commenter. Tacoma Water has requested I TP coverage for impacts to listed and unlisted fish
and wildife in the upper watershed that might result from commercid timber harvesting and other
forest management activities. Most of the Covered Species are uncommon on the Covered Lands,
and the levd of timber harvesting proposed would be rdaively low when compared to Tacoma's
total ownership.

For a discusson of the pertinence of the Seettle Public Utilities HCP to the Tacoma Water HCP,
see Genera Comment Response 3.

NGO 5-6

This comment incorrectly characterizes the Tacoma Water HCP. The HCP follows the generd
conservation approach established in the federa Northwest Forest Plan, and it includes a number
of very spedific and quantifidble objectives for the mantenance of wildlife habitat. Habitat
Conservation Measure 3-01B requires that 39.3 percent of the Covered Lands (5,580 acres) be
managed to protect existing late-serd coniferous forest habitat and dlow additional habitat to
develop naturdly.  Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01C requires than an additional 34.8 percent
of the Covered Lands (5,180 acres) be managed to promote the development of late-seral coniferous
forest habitat, and to protect that habitat once it develops. Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01D
requires that the remaining 25.9 percent of the Covered Lands (3,858 acres) be managed on long
harvest rotations (at least 70 years), and that the annual rate of harvest be held to no more than 1.5
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percent of the tota area (gpproximately 60 acres). Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01G requires
the retention of specific numbers of live trees, snags and logs, and the creation of snags where they
do not already exist. When combined with the monitoring and evauation measure EEM-01, HCM
3-01G provides very specific and quantifiable objectives for snag and log habitat over the long term.
Lagly HCMs 3-02A and 3-02B provide specific and quantifiable objectives for the retention of
riparian forest habitat on the Covered Lands and the protection of agquatic habitat.

All HCMs and EMMs are provided in HCP Chapters 5 and 6. In both chapters, the specific
measures are highlighted in text boxes to minimize confuson over the commitments during
implementation and monitoring.  The text following the highlighted and boxed commitment explains
the rationale and need for the particular HCM.

The monitoring and evauation measure EMM-01 specificdly addresses the issue raised by the
commenter with regard to objectives for snags, green recruitment trees and logs. This monitoring
measure states that if the snag strategy required under HCM 3-01G is not auffident to meet the
needs of the Covered Species, the rate of snag creation would be adjusted. The measure requires
the collection of monitoring data on the Covered Lands, but it also alows for the use of pertinent
data from elsewhere in the region in determining the adequacy of the HCP for cavity-dwelling
wildlife

The HCP does not give specific numeric targets for snag dendity and Sze over the long term because
there is no general agreement in the scientific community over the appropriate numbers. Rather, the
HCP takes a very conservetive approach to green recruitment trees, snags, and logs (more than
double the current state requirements) and requires monitoring and adaptive management to evaluate
the effectiveness of the prescription over time. In addition, al exising snags in the Natural Zone
and the Conservation Zone in stands greater that 100 years old (except those considered danger trees
within 150 feet for roads) would remain and other snags would be alowed to develop naturally over
the life of the HCP.

NGO 5-7

Habitat Conservation Measures 3-01B and 3-01F alow the removal of danger trees within 150 feet
of roads in the Naturd Zone. While this is expected to result in the remova of a smal number of
trees, it is necessary to mantan safe conditions aong these roads. No other danger tree removal
or savage harvesting would be dlowed in the Natural Zone.
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If a danger tree must be felled dong a road in the Natura Zone, it would be left as log habitat or
removed to be used dsawhere to enhance fish and/or wildife habitat. This provison is clearly
stated in HCM 3-01F. The ratiionde for this provison is that large logs may have limited vaue as
habitat along roads, but greater vaue as instream large woody debris or upland logs in other portions
of the Covered Lands. When deding with limited resources such as large trees, trade-offs are
inevitable. In the case of danger trees felled dong roads in the Naturd Zone, the trade-off would
be between the various conservation measures of the HCP, and the overal objective would be to
derive the maximum conservation benefit from the felled trees. Again, the actua number of danger
trees removed from the Natural Zone is expected to be smdl, and the impacts to the habitat vaue
of the zone would be negligible.

Habitat Conservation Measure 3-01B adso dlows for timber harvesting in the Natural Zone to
modify fish and wildife habitat, but only with prior review by WDFW and written approva of the
Services. This provison is included in the HCP to cover 12 small habitat enhancement projects
(totaling 83 acres), and large woody debris placement/riparian hardwood conversion aong 12.7
miles of streams proposed by Tacoma Water and the USACE as part of the mitigation for the
Additiond Water Supply Project. These mitigation actions were developed and agreed to prior to
preparation of the HCP, and it would not be appropriate to preclude them under the HCP. An
dternative would have been to designate these areas as Conservation or Commercid Zone rather
than Natural Zone, but Tacoma Water and the Services bdieve there would be grester long-term
benefits to fish and wildife by providing the areas with the other protections afforded lands in the
Natura Zone.

NGO 5-8

See Specific Comment Response NGO 5-7 for background on the development of the provision
dlowing habitat improvement in the Natura Zone. As specified in HCM 3-01B, any such activities
will require written gpprova of the Services, thereby providing assurance that the objectives of the
HCP and the requirements of the ESA are met.

NGO 5-9
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-86 and STA 1-87.
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NGO 5-10

This comment refers to HCM 3-01G, which pertains only to the Commercia Zone and stands less
than 100 years old in the Conservation Zone. The suggestion that the minimum log size and density
dlowed in these managed stands are indicative of the Covered Lands overdl is incorrect. The
Naurd Zone (39.3% of the Covered Lands) and riparian buffers in the Commerciad and
Conservation zones would be no-harvest, and log volume is expected to be considerably higher than
in the managed stands subject to HCM 3-01G. Eventudly, the Conservation Zone also would be
no-harvest, and log volume would increase there. It is not known whether the HCP would result in
average log volumes comparable to those observed elsewhere in the range of the pileated
woodpecker, but it is anticipated that large log volume would increase under the HCP, and that the
pileated woodpecker population on the Covered Lands would likely increase as well.

NGO 5-11

This comment makes a number of incorrect assumptions. Tacoma Water would not harvest 3,858
acres of mature forest, as assumed in the comment. Tacoma Water would practice even-aged
management in the Commercia Zone (which totals 3,858 acres), but most of this zone is currently
young second growth. Only about 97 acres of the forest in the Commercid Zone are over 100 years
old, and nearly hdf of that is in riparian buffers or upland management areas that would not be
harvested under the HCP. The result is than only about 58 acres of coniferous forest over 100 years
old would be clearcut harvested under the HCP.

The comment aso assumes that seasonal buffers represent the only management for the Pecific
fisher under the HCP. In redlity al uplands in the Natura and Conservation Zones, as well as
riparian zones (roughly 8,316 acres, or 56%, of the Covered Lands) would be managed to develop
and mantan conditions suitable for Pacific fisher denning and hunting. Added to this would be
the extendve network of no-harvest riparian buffers in the Commercia Zone. These areas would
collectively provide severa thousand acres of the type of forest described in the comment (i.e,
forest with high canopy closure, abundant large woody debris, and large cavity trees). Pecific fisher
dens, if they are present on the Covered Lands, are expected to occur in these mature forest habitats,
where they would be protected permanently. Seasona den Ste protection is Smply a final precaution
to minmize the impacts of disturbance that might result from harvest activities in the Commercid
Zone and habitat improvement in stands less than 100 years old in the Conservation Zone. Also see
Specific Comment Response STA 1-115 for a discussion of habitat conditions for the Pecific fisher
under the HCP.
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

NGO 5-12

See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-127 and NGO 5-11. More than half the Covered Lands
will be managed to maintain and enhance late-seral coniferous forest that can serve as nesting and
hurting habitat for the northern goshawk. As the amount of habitat increases on the Covered Lands,
the population of goshawks is likdy to increase as well. Seasonal nest Site protection is only a
minor part of the overdl srategy for goshawk management. It is intended to minimize the impacts
associated with the low leve of harvest and habitat improvement activity that would go on annudly.

NGO 5-13
See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-135 and NGO 5-10.

NGO 5-14

See Specific Comment Response STA 1-138. Impacts to Vaux's swifts would be negligible because
snags of aufficdent d9ze and age to support the species are uncommon in the second-growth forest
that will be harvested under the HCP. Such snags are more likely to occur in mature forest, which
will be protected within the Naturd Zone. Neverthdess, dl safe snags in the Commercid and
Conservation Zones would be retained during harvest and habitat improvement activities.  In
addition, under HCM 3-04T, preference would be given to protecting snags and live trees with the
potentia to be used by Vaux’s swifts.

NGO 5-15

See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-141 through 1-145. Tacoma Water would not harvest
“occupied” or “suitable but un-surveyed” marbled murrdet habitat under the HCP. The only
potentidly suitable marbled murrdet nesting habitat on the Covered Lands is in the Natural Zone,
where it will be protected for the term of the HCP. As required by HCM 3-04W, Tacoma Water
would also observe seasona buffers around occupied marbled murrdet habitat on lands adjacent to
the Covered Lands. In response to this and other comments on the HCP, HCM 3-04W has been
modified to extend seasona protection to “suitable but un-surveyed” habitat on adjacent lands. This
modification would cover the posshbility that suitable habitat on neighboring lands might not be
surveyed.

NGO 5-16
It is true that the overiding purpose of the ESA is to conserve the ecosystems upon which
threatened and endangered species depend, but when Congress amended Section 10 of the ESA it
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

was its intention that the HCP process and the issuance of 1TPs would be used to reduce conflicts
between listed species and economic development. To accomplish this the HCP process alows
some individuals of a species to be harmed or taken under an ITP, if such take is incidenta to
otherwise lawful activities and if such take does not appreciably reduce the chances of surviva and
recovery of listed speciesin the wild.

Therefore, dthough Section 10(8)(2)(B) of the ESA via HCPs does dlow for the take of individuals
of liged species and is not required to contribute to the recovery of lisged species; the Services do
recognize that HCPs mugt be consistent with any federa recovery plans for listed species. The HCP
must alow for recovery of listed species to occur. In generd, the Services believe that HCPs can
provide an effective regulatory and management tool for the conservation of lised and unlisted
gpecies on non-federa lands.

In the case of this HCP, discussions between Tacoma Water and the Services during the
development of the HCP were conducted with the knowledge and understanding that Section 10
issuance criteria for an ITP mus ultimaely be met before an ITP is issued by the Services.
Although the Services have not conducted our find andyses, prdiminay andyses suggest that
Tacoma Water's HCP would not create an unacceptable level of uncertainty for wildlife resources
or create an excessive level of risk to public resources.

NGO 5-17
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-1, 5-3, and 5-16.
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

Comment Responsesto Tahoma Audubon Society (NGO 6)

NGO 6-1
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-1 and 5-2.

NGO 6-2
Comment noted.

NGO 6-3

Anadromous fish species were blocked from accessing the watershed above Tacoma's Headworks
gnce the early 1900s, and several mgjor conservation measures of Tacoma Water's HCP address
the reintroduction of anadromous fish to the upper watershed. Determining which stocks and which
species should be conddered for reintroduction to the upper watershed is a fish management
decison that is beyond the responsbility of Tacoma Water. The WDFW and Muckleshoot Indian
Tribe are co-managers of Green River fish and wildife resources and together with the NMFS and
USFWS will evduate reintroduction of anadromous fish into the upper watershed. However, in
order to evauate potentid effects of the HCP, assumptions regarding the distribution and potentia
for reintroduction above Howard Hanson Dam were defined for each species potertially covered
by the ITP. These assumptions were made for planning purposes only and did not represent
suggestions by the City of Tacoma regarding fish restoration opportunities.

There are 220 square miles of watershed area and gpproximately 66 miles of stream and river habitat
in the upper watershed that were potentialy used by saimon and steelhead. Roughly 24 miles of the
66 miles of stream habitat represent maingem or large tributary reaches that are suitable for chinook
sdmon spawning.  Although habitat in the Upper Green River Watershed has been degraded by
forest harvest activities and condruction and mantenance of ralroad and power transmission
corridors, implementation of upland forest and riparian conservation measures by federa, sate, and
private landowners will have a positive, long-term effect on upper watershed habitat conditions.

As pat of Tacoma Water's proposed conservation measures, implementation of mass wasting
prescriptions developed through Watershed Andyss is expected to reduce management-rel ated
contributions of coarse sediment. Over the long term, this could reduce the extent of aggraded
reaches that consistently experience subsurface flows during dry summers.  Reestablishment of
riparian forests dominated by coniferous trees greater than 50 years old would increase shade,
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Section 4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

moderating elevated summer temperatures caused by lack of adequate shade. Increasing the
proportion of riparian stands greater than 50 years of age from 27 to 100 percent would result in a
gradua increase in the recruitment of large woody debris. In addition, the increased abundance of
late-seral stands is expected to ensure that at least some of the woody debris that enters the stream
system is large enough to function as key pieces, which are especidly important for forming deep
pools in larger channels. Tacoma Water's ownership encompasses most of the mainstem and large
tributary habitat preferred as holding habitat by large-bodied samonids such as chinook, thus
temperature reductions and increased woody debris inputs resulting from development of mature
coniferous riparian forests on Tacoma Water’s lands are expected to be especidly beneficia for this
Species.

NGO 6-4

See Generd Comment Response 11 concerning the HCP's ability to provide functioning riparian
habitat. The Services have found HCPs and the issuance of ITPs to be an effective means of
encouraging non-federd landowners to contribute to habitat protection for and restoration of listed
species. Requiring a landowner to restore degraded habitat conditions prior to issuing an ITP would
be a disncentive for most landowners.

The USFWS criteria for issuance of an ITP are contained in 50 CFR 17.22(b)(2) and 17.32(b)(2).
They are: 1) the take will be incidentd; 2) the Applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable,
minmize and mitigate the impacts of such taking; 3) the Applicant will ensure that adequate funding
for the conservation plan and procedures to ded with unforeseen circumstances will be provided;
4) the teking will not gppreciably reduce the likelihood of survivd and recovery of the species in
the wild; 5) the Applicant will ensure that other measures the USFWS may require as necessary and
appropriate will be provided; and 6) the Services have received such other assurances as may be
required that the HCP will be implemented.

The NMFS issuance criteria contained in 50 CFR 222.22(2) are: 1) the taking will be incidenta; 2)
the Applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, monitor, minimize, and mitigate the impacts
of such taking; 3) the taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the surviva and recovery
of the species in the wild; 4) the Applicant has amended the conservation plan to include any
measures (not origindly proposed by the Applicant) that the Assstant Administrator determines are
necessary or appropriate; and 5) there are adequate assurances that the conservation plan will be
funded and implemented, including any measures required by the Assstant Adminigtrator of the
Nationd Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminidration.
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

Comment Responsesto Center for Environmental Law & Policy (NGO 7)

NGO 7-1

Comment noted. Tacoma Water agrees that protecting the naturd functions of the Green River to
the greatest extent possible is an important condderation in the use of the river to supply the
municipd water needs of Puget Sound communities. Tacoma Water's exiging diversion, and its
proposed Second Supply Project, admittedly interfere with natura river functions. For that reason,
Tacoma Water has spent over a decade, and severa million dollars, researching how to balance the
use of the river for municipa water supply while protecting natural river processes to the greatest
extent possble. The product of this research and extensve coordination with the Muckleshoot
Indian Tribe, federa and state resource agencies, locd governments, and the public is to be found
in TacomaWater' s HCP.

See dso Genera Comment Response 17.

NGO 7-2
See Generd Comment Response 4.

NGO 7-3
See Generd Comment Response 27 for a discusson of Tacoma Water’s instream flow conservation
measures and the desire for naturd flow variaions.

NGO 7-4

See Generad Comment Response 17 for a discussion of increasing ingream flows to provide
additional protection for fish, and Genera Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive
management provisons of Tacoma Water's HCP.

NGO 7-5
See Generd Comment Response 26 for a discusson of the adaptive management provisons of
Tacoma Water's HCP.
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

NGO 7-6

See Generad Comment Response 17 for a discussion of increasing indream flows to provide
additional protection for fish, and Genera Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive
management provisons of Tacoma Water's HCP.

NGO 7-7

As correctly noted in the comment, ESA Section 10 and the No Surprises Policy provide a
mechaniam for the Services to give Applicants regulatory certainty with respect to federdly listed
species. In the case of Tacoma Water, that regulatory certainty trandates into guarantees as to the
withdrawa of water from the Green River as long as conditions specified in the HCP are adhered
to. Without those assurances, Tacoma Water could not make the capital improvements necessary
to continue meeting the water needs of its cusomers.

The chdlenge in developing any HCP is to baance the need of the Applicant for regulatory certainty
with the needs of the listed species. The Services believe this balance has been achieved in the case
of the Tacoma Water HCP, through a combination of conservation measures and adaptive
management.  While the results of adaptive management will not result in overdl reductions in the
amount of water available for withdrawa by Tacoma Water, they may result in changes in the
storage and release of portions of that water from behind Howard Hanson Dam. Habitat
Conservation Measure HCM 2-02 and Compliance Monitoring Measure CMM-02 commit Tacoma
Water to active paticipation in the development of storage and flow management drategies
specificdly to benefit fisheries resources in the Green River. While this program is not explicitly
identified as adaptive management, it would function as such.

NGO 7-8

See Generad Comment Response 17 for a discusson of increasng instream flows to provide
additiona protection for fish, and Generd Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive
management provisons of Tacoma Water' sHCP.

NGO 7-9
Change or modification to the habitat measures committed to in the Tacoma Water HCP would not
require approva from Tacoma Water’'s partners in the Second Supply Project Agreement. Tacoma
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

Water's HCP commitments to the NMFS and the USFWS are between Tacoma Water and the
Services. The partners to the Second Supply Project Agreement would be purchasing the water that
is avalable from the project contingent upon Tacoma Water meeting its HCP commitments. See
Generd Comment Response 15 for additiona information.

NGO 7-10

The No Surprises Policy directs the Services and ITP Applicants to address changed circumstances
in the preparation of HCPs. The policy defines changed circumstances as changes in circumstances
during the course of an HCP that “ can reasonably be anticipated and planned for,” and instructs that
HCPs, “should describe the modifications in the project or activity that will be implemented if these
circumstances arise” Subsection 3.2.3 of the Tacoma Water HCP does just that. Future changes
with a reasonable chance of occurrence are described, and the actions Tacoma Water would take in
response to the changes are identified. When the HCP states that, “No measures beyond those listed
below will be required . . .,” it is condgtent with the No Surprises Policy. The HCP is not saying
there will be no response to changed circumstances; it is smply saying that the response will be
limited to the actions identified in subsection 3.2.3.

The HCP addresses landdides in subsection 3.2.3.3. As noted in that subsection, provisions to
minmize the potentid for human-caused landdides on the Covered Lands have already been
incorporated into the conservation measures of the HCP. Severd of the conservation measures were
developed specificdly to minimize the potentid for landdides, and/or to reduce the environmenta
impacts of those that occur. Monitoring and adaptive management in response to landdides would
occur as pat of Watershed Anaysis (see HCM 3-03A), which requires regular review and
modifications of prescriptions (if necessary) at 5-year intervas. No additiona measures are
considered necessary in the HCP. The commenter’s assertion that there will be no response to
landdidesis incorrect.

NGO 7-11

See Specific Comment Response NGO 7-10. The IA and HCP are not in conflict. Section 9 of the
IA dates that Tacoma Water would take the actions listed in HCP subsection 3.2.3 in response to
changed circumstances. That same subsection of the HCP lists the required actions, and dtates that
no further actions (beyond those specified) would be required of Tacoma Water. We believe
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

Tacoma Water’s obligaions under the HCP, and the Services ahility to enforce those obligations,
have been adequately stated.

NGO 7-12

Tacoma concurs with the comment that the proposed connection between Seattle and Tacoma does
not qudify as an intertie under state law, because an intertie cannot include the development of new
sources of supply to meet future demand. However, smply because it does not qualify as an intertie
under state law does not mean that a connection between the Seettle and Tacoma Service Areas
cannot be developed if such development would include new supplies intended to meet future
demand. It smply sates that under the definition of RCW 90.03.383, this connection would not
qudify asanintertie.

NGO 7-13
See Specific Comment Response STA 2-42.

NGO 7-14
Comment noted.

NGO 7-15

Tacoma has acknowledged that some daff within Ecology believe that an additiona water right
permit would be required to store water behind Howard Hanson Dam; other staff at Ecology contend
that a permit is not necessary. We have aso been advised by the USACE that it is their belief that
no storage permit is required. If in the future it is determined that Tacoma does need to apply for
a water right to store water behind Howard Hanson Dam, then Tacoma would make application for
such a permit.

NGO 7-16

Tacoma's current water rights do alow the development of an additional 3,300 acre-feet of storage
in the South Tacoma aquifer. This water would be used during the summer in Tacoma during those
years when Seeitle utilized 10,000 acre-feet of storage at Howard Hanson Dam. Tacomas
conjunctive use of groundwater and surface water dlows this flexibility, which in turn provides a
sgnificat vdue to the City of Seattle that would not be possible if the two cities were not joined
through the connection between Sesttle and Tacoma.
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NGO 7-17

The purpose and need of the Proposed Action as stated in subsection 1.2 of the DEIS is to respond
to Tacoma Water's permit gpplication in a manner that: 1) provides protection and conservation to
lised and proposed species and ther habitats to the extent intended under 810(a)(1)(b) of the Act;
and 2) dlows Tacoma Water to fulfill its water supply obligations in a practicd manner. The
environmentd review process mug focus on this Proposed Action, the stated purpose and need for
the action, and aternatives to the Proposed Action that will fulfill the purpose and need.

The Proposed Action andlyzed in the DEIS is the request for issuance of an ITP from each of the
Services. The primary purpose surrounding each dternative to the Proposed Action is to andyze
conditions that would affect protected species under the federal ESA, not to permit regional water
supplies. As dated in Generd Comment Response 29, the Services defer to the state of Washington
to manage and plan for future growth.

NGO 7-18

The commenter suggests the Services andyze an dternative that does not include the Second Supply
Project and therefore prevents Tacoma Water from becoming a regiona water supplier. Contrary
to the commenter’s assertion, the No Action Alternative assumed that Tacoma Water would not
pursue the Second Supply Project, and would not become a regiond water supplier (see DEIS Table
2-10).

The commenter also suggests we andyze an dterndive that includes an HCP without the Second
Supply Project component. This was not consdered a viable aternative because issuing an ITP
without the Second Supply Project would not meet the purpose and need identified by Tacoma
Water to fulfill its projected water demands, even within its current service area.  Additiondly,
Tacoma Water would not be able to fulfill its obligations for planned regiond supply. These water
supply obligations are determined at the state and local levels under Growth Management Act.

See Generd Comment Response 3 regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the adternative they
propose should include “an assessment as to whether Tacomas activities will hinder samon
recovery.” The Services decison-making process does require an anayss of the effects of the
Proposed Action on the recovery of lisged species.  This anadyss will be accomplished during
preparation of an ESA Section 10 Findings document and an ESA Section 7 Biologica Opinion
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document. These documents will be prepared following the digtribution of the FEIS and prior to ITP
issuance.

NGO 7-19

The Services agree the concept of dedicated and non-dedicated storage blocks of water is difficult
to follow, but the flow-management benefits of the process made wading through the explanations
worthwhile.  We found that close review of HCP Figure 5-3 to be particularly helpful in
understanding the use of dedicated and non-dedicated blocks of water.

In response to the commenter’s stated confusion regarding non-dedicated blocks of water, we offer
the following discusson. By Congressond authorization, the USACE must store water a a rate
to ensure that prescribed volumes of water have been stored during the spring refill season with a
98 percent rdiability. Based on analyses of hydrologic records, the USACE have developed rules
to govern the necessary rate of storage. In essence, the reservoir must be filled to a certain level by
a caculated date in order to ensure that the full target vaume will be stored during the storage
window. For ingance, in the past the reservair refill rule has indicated that about 12,200 acre-feet
(representing hdf of the required storage volume of 24,200 acre-feet) be stored by 6 May under
average runoff conditions. The volume of stored water that meets the refill rule requirements is
consdered “dedicated” to that purpose. If water is stored in excess of that needed to meet the refill
rule, the excess storage would be considered to be “non-dedicated.”

Under the Additiond Water Storage Project, the volume of water to be stored would be increased
by up to 20,000 acre-feet; however, storage will begin in mid-February, much earlier than previous
USACE dorage practices. Even with the additiond storage requirements, initiating storage in mid-
February will provide the opportunity to store water at a rate that exceeds red-time storage
requirements. Under the proposed conservation measure, Tacoma Water would contribute funding
to have the USACE cdosdy monitor reservoir levels, if water has been stored in excess of that
needed to meet refill rules, this non-dedicated water could be subsequently released to manage
downstream flows. The non-dedicated portion of the reservoir storage could be released during a
late soring drought to augment flows, gradually re-assigned to dedicated blocks of water to reduce
later storage requirements, released to increase April and May base flows, or utilized to create a
freshet during a late spring period of stable flow, depending on the recommendations of the Green
River How Management Committee.
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This increased flexibility in management of Green River flows appears to be a sgnificant
improvement compared to past USACE water storage and release practices.

NGO 7-20

The commenter appears to have misunderstood some of the information provided in the DEIS,
dthough it is difficuit for the Services to respond to a specific passage without a page reference.
The Services assume this comment refers to the fact that Tacoma Water would have no incentive
to prepare an HCP for the upper watershed without the possibility of conducting commercia timber
harvesing. This is not a threet; it is a Smple satement of fact. Tacoma Water is gpplying for an
ITP to cover, anong other things, its timber harvesting and other management activities in the upper
watershed. The conservation measures in the HCP specific to the upper watershed are in response
to that portion of the ITP. If Tacoma Water were required to cease al timber harvesting in the upper
watershed, the risk of incidental take would be negligible, and there would no longer be any need
for an ITP. Without an ITP, there is neither the need nor the regulatory mechanism for the Services
and Tacoma Water to prepare an HCP. Thisis not to say that Tacoma Water would not continue
to voluntarily implement the conservation measures of the HCP,; it smply means that the measures
would not be part of any forma agreement between Tacoma Water and the Services. Tacoma Water
has aready implemented severd of the consarvation messures on a voluntary bass with no
guarantee of an ITP, and the Services would expect no substantial change in the attitude of the City
utility if the ITP were not issued.

NGO 7-21
See General Comment Responses 3, 7, and 8.

NGO 7-22
Comment noted. See General Comment Response 4.

NGO 7-23

Tacoma has expressed the intent of continuous compliance with al date regulations regarding
conservation on numerous occasions. It is anticipated that state regulations requiring conserveation
at water utilities will expand in coming years as the importance of water resource conservation and
protection becomes more evident. In addition, Tacoma is currently involved in the efforts of the
Puget Sound Water Suppliers Forum to develop appropriate criteria for public water utility
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conservation programs. However, Tacoma has indicated it does not believe that water derived from
conservation done will be adequate to fuffill the needs of planned regiond growth. See General
Comment Response 4 for additiond information.

NGO 7-24
See Generd Comment Response 4.

NGO 7-25

Prior to the issuance of any ITP, the Services must ensure that the issuance criteria of Section 10 are
met. Among those criteria is the requirement that the proposed incidenta take not appreciably
reduce the likelihood of the surviva and recovery of the Covered Species inthe wild. The Services
will documert the results of their analysis of Tacoma Water's application prior to any decison to
issue the permit. If that analyss identifies any needed modifications to the HCP, the Services will
ensure those changes are made before the ITP is issued.

NGO 7-26
See Specific Comment Responses NGO 7-1 through NGO 7-25.

NGO 7-27

Comment noted. The Services recognize that society’s understanding of the biologicd and
ecologicd needs of Padfic sdmon is continudly improving, and will undoubtedly continue to
improve with time.

Tacoma Water is proposing to invest goproximately $90 million in environmenta and ecosystem
enhancement and restoration projects to benefit fish and wildlife in the Green River Watershed as
a part of its municipa water supply operations and HCP. In addition to its financid investment, the
adaptive management component of the City’s plan contains provisons that alow the resource
agencies a degree of control over modifying river flows to accommodate the varying needs of
sdmon species and life stages.
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Comment Responsesto Pacific Crest Biodiversity Project (NGO 8)

NGO 8-1

See Generd Comment Response 7. The Services are required to process dl ITP applications
submitted to them. The Services will review the Tacoma Water HCP and |A for compliance with
the ITP issuance criteria. See Specific Comment Response NGO 6-4 concerning the issuance criteria
for a Section 10(a)(2)(B) permit under the ESA.

NGO 8-2

The Services bdieve the cumulaive assessment provided in Section 4.4 of the DEIS for both
wildife and fish adequately meets NEPA requirements to analyze direct and indirect effects of the
Proposed Action on species habitat. Regarding the proposed harvest of 80 acres of forestland, the
DEIS spedificdly andyzes habitat impacts for each of the Covered Species. Firgt, the DEIS assesses
related planning efforts amed at habitat conservation. Secondly, the DEIS summarizes direct and
indirect impacts of the Proposed Action on tha particular species. Findly, the DEIS combines
related planning efforts and impacts to analyze habitat effects within the Covered Lands, province,
and western Washington vicinity.

For example, nine separate bad eagle management plans are anadyzed that could have a related
impact or benefit to individud birds within the vidnity of the Covered Lands. The direct and
indirect effect of proposed harvest on bad eagle habitat is then summarized. The andyss of
cumulative effects on bald eagles is then detailed for the Covered Lands, Southwest Physiographic
Province, and western Washington. This andysis takes into account each of the nine planning
efforts as well as proposed harvest levels under the HCP to summarize eagle habitat effects.

We bdieve this type of andyss adequately meets the goa of the cumulaive effects review, which
is to andyze and determine the cumulative, regiona *“conservation contribution” (postive and/or
negative) that would result from the Proposed Action for each of the ESA-listed fish and wildlife
species covered by the proposed HCP and I TP.
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See Genegra Comment Response 30 for a discussion of how the cumulaive effects analysis was
augmented in the FEIS.

NGO 8-3
See General Comment Response 8.

NGO 8-4

The Services are currently reviewing the HCP and 1A for compliance with the Section 10(a)(2)(B)
permit issuance criteria. The results of this review will be provided in the Biologicd Opinion and
the findings documen.

To assure the qudity of the biologica, ecologica, and other information used in the implementation
of the ESA, it is the policy of the Services to: 1) evauate all scientific and other information used
to ensure that it is rdiable, credible, and represents the best scientific and commercia data available,
2) gather and impatidly evauate biologicd, ecologicd, and other information disputing officia
positions, decisons, and actions proposed or taken by the Services, 3) document their evaluation
of comprehensive, technica information regarding the status and habitat requirements for a species
throughout its range, whether it supports or does not support a position being proposed as an official
agency pogtion; 4) use primay and origind sources of information as the bass for
recommendations; 5) retan these sources referenced in the officid document as pat of the
adminidraive record supporting an action; 6) collect, evduate, and complete al reviews of
biologicd, ecologicad, and other rdevant information within the schedules established by the Act,
appropriate regulations, and applicable policies;, and 7) require management-level review of
documents developed and drafted by the Services biologists to verify and assure the quality of the
science used to establish officd pogtions, decisions, and actions taken by the Services during their
implementation of the Act [59 FR 3471 (July 1, 1994)].

The Services have caefully consdered dl of the factors noted above and believe that the
information presented in the DEIS, draft HCP, and supporting documents does represent the best
scientific and commercid dataavailable.
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NGO 8-5

See Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-3 and NGO 5-6. Contrary to the suggestion in the
comment, an HCP is not required to “fully” mitigate impacts or to contribute to recovery. As Stated
in the ITP issuance criteria (provided in Specific Comment Response NGO 6-4), the permitted
taking must not appreciably reduce the likdihood of the survival or recovery of the species in the
wild.

NGO 8-6

See General Comment Response 25 and Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-3 and NGO 5-6.
Measurable resource objectives are provided within the various habitat conservation measures in
HCP Chapter 5. The effects of the conservation measures are described in HCP Chapter 7. Further
andyses of the effects of the HCP on the Covered Species are provided in DEIS Section 4.0. Ladly,
the Services will complete additiond andyses as part of the Biologicd Opinion and findings
document that will be prepared before any ITPisissued.

NGO 8-7

The primary issue in the case Serra Club vs. Bruce Babbitt, et al. was that the effects of the HCP
did not andyze the cumulative effects of the project on the larger population and habitat in the range
of the Alabama beach mouse. The andysis for the Tacoma Water HCP is different from the above
case in that an EIS was prepared that looked at the cumulative effects of implementing the HCP on
each of the Covered Species (DEIS subsection 4.13). The cumulative effects anaysis considered
other landscape management in the southwest Cascades (Northwest Forest Plan and other HCPs)
that will affect the populations and habitat of the Covered Species. The andyss shows that the
Covered Lands cover a smdl proportion of the potential habitat in the Southwest Cascades
Physiographic Province, and that the mgority of habitat for these species is dso covered under the
other landscape management in the province (DEIS subsection 4.4.3).

Unlike the Alabama beach mouse case that involved mitigating for the permanent loss of habitat,
the Tacoma Water HCP primarily modifies how management activities are conducted on the
Covered Lands. The result of management under the Tacoma Water HCP is a maintenance or
improvement of habitat conditions for al of the Covered Species in comparison to current conditions
and the No Action Alterndtive (see the effects andyss in the HCP, Section 7.0, and in the FEIS,
Section 4.0).
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There are dso biologicd differences between the Alabama beach mouse and the species covered
under the Tacoma Water HCP. The Alabama beach mouse has a restricted range that is not well
defined. The percent of the range of the mouse impacted by the HCP was not known, and the effects
upon the larger mouse population were not andyzed. In contrast, the Covered Species are not
unique to the state of Washington, and the Covered Lands congtitute only a small percentage of the
potential range for these species in Washington. The state of Washington has modeled the extent
of habitat in core and peripheral zones for all of the Covered Species (Johnson and Cassidy 1997;
Smith et d. 1997). Core and peripheral habitats for the Covered Species are well distributed
throughout the North Cascades and/or the western Washington lowlands. The Covered Lands
encompass only smal portions of the potential ranges of the species in Washington.

NGO 8-8

The Services recognize that the current habitat conditions are representative of past management
practices that degraded the habitat. The Tacoma Water HCP has been designed to increase the
amount and qudity of habitat avalable to the Covered Species. For example, the HCP would
increase riparian function and the number and size of snags. The use of current conditions as a
garting point for management is appropriate in the Services opinion.

NGO 8-9
See Generd Comment Response 28 regarding use of best available science by Tacoma Water in its
HCP and EIS analyses.

NGO 8-10
See Specific Comment Response IND 39-5 concerning the vadue of thinning even-aged stands to
promote late-seral forest characteristics.

NGO 8-11

The intent of the proposed thinning is not to create old-growth, but to promote late-seral forest
characterigtics (e.g., lage trees, large snags, large logs, a well-developed shrub and forb layer, and
a multi-goried overstory). There is little dispute that thinning promotes tree growth and increases
understory shrub development. Large trees can provide nesting and roosting habitat for species such
as the northern spotted owl, pileated woodpecker, and Pacific fisher. Large-diameter branches that
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may be used by nesting marbled murrelets develop on widdy spaced trees (Maquire et al. 1991, as
reported in Hayes et al 1997). Large trees with large-diameter limbs will eventudly develop large
woody debris that can be used by the mgority of the Covered Species.

Thinning even-aged conifer stands has been documented to benefit a number of wildlife species.
Hager et d. (1996) reported the abundance of breeding birds was greater in thinned stands 40 to 50
years old than in unthinned stands. Stands that had been pre-commercidly and commercidly
thinned were found to have higher than expected species richness of terrestriad amphibians and
amogt twice the total number of captures at harvest age than other stand structure (Aubry 1997).

NGO 8-12
See Generd Comment Response 26. Adaptive management is integra to severa of the conservation
measures, as described in HCP Chapter 6.

NGO 8-13

The Tacoma Water HCP is a habitat-based HCP. The success of the HCP will be assessed according
to whether or not it results in the creation and maintenance of habitat for the Covered Species. The
maintenance of wildife populations is dependent on a number of factors other than the avalability
of habitat, and most of these are beyond the control of landowners like Tacoma Water. For that
reason the Services will not require the measurement or monitoring of wildife populaions under
the HCP.

In those instances where the implementation of certain habitat conservation measures is triggered
by the presence of the Covered Species (e.g., grizzly bear seasonad den Ste protection), the
obligation for detecting the species will be shared by Tacoma Water, the WDFW, and the USFWS.
The levd of training and reporting provided by HCM 3-04B and 3-04V will be sufficient to satisfy
Tacoma Water’'s obligations.

NGO 8-14

The monitoring and reporting schedules in HCP Chapter 6 will be sufficient to verify compliance.
Effectiveness monitoring will aso occur for those areas where it is consdered necessary (snag
creation and Site-specific species protection plans). Given the extremely low leve of incidenta take
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expected to occur under the ITP and the conservative naure of the habitat creation and protection
measures in the HCP, no additional habitat monitoring is warranted. The need for population
monitoring is precluded by the habitat-based nature of the HCP.

NGO 8-15

See Generd Comment Response 7 and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5. The Tacoma Water
HCP would not be used to diminae or degrade habitat for any of the Covered Species. The
Services have found HCPs and ITP to be an effective means of encouraging non-federal landowners
to contribute to species conservation. The Services are aso required to review any I TP application
that is submitted and to determine whether it meets the issuance criteria (see Specific Comment
Response NGO 6-4 concerning the issuance criteria). If the HCP and 1A meet the issuance criteria,
the Applicant will beissued an ITP.

NGO 8-16
See General Comment Responses 5 and 7, and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5.

NGO 8-17

The HCP would reault in the harvest of a very amdl amount of mature coniferous forest in the short
term (approximately 58 acres over 100 years old). As mitigation, 7,812 acres of Tacoma Water
lands (induding severa hundred acres that currently support mature coniferous forest) would be
dedicated to the long-term devel opment and maintenance of late-serd forest characterigtics.

It is difficult to categoricadly state that the standard for issuing an ITP is higher than the standards
of the Washington Forest Practices Rules or the Tacoma Water Forest Land Management Plan,
particularly in light of the recent modifications to the state rules and the conservative nature of the
Tacoma plan. It is accurate, however, to state that the standards are different. The standards
pertinent to an ITP are the issuance criteria provided in Section 10(a)(2)(B). The Services will
veify that the Tacoma Water HCP meets the issuance criteria before any ITP isissued. While one
of the criteria requires that issuance of the ITP not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survivd
and recovery of the Covered Species in the wild, the ITP does not require that the HCP contribute
to recovery. It is anticipated the Tacoma Water HCP will contribute to the recovery of severd of
the Covered Species, even though it is not required to do so.
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NGO 8-18
See Generd Comment Response 2.

NGO 8-19
See Generd Comment Responses 7 and 9, and Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-5 and NGO
8-11.

NGO 8-20

The Services agree tha timber harvesting and road construction can affect hydrology and surface
water qudity. If conducted improperly, these activities can have serious negative environmental
effects. For that reason, the Services have worked closely with Tacoma Water to develop the road
management and timber harvesting measures in the HCP.  The conservation measures in the HCP
meet or exceed levds consdered necessary to protect water qudity and mantan hedthy fish and
wildlife populations.

The current functions of Howard Hanson Dam (flood control, fish enhancement, and water supply)
and the proposed additiona function under the Additiond Water Storage Project would not be
precluded by cessation of timber harvesting on Tacoma Water lands. The City owns roughly 10
percent of the Upper Green River Watershed, and would conduct harvesting on less than 1 percent
of its holdings (less than 0.1 % of the upper watershed overdl) annudly. This levd of timber
harvesting would have a negligible effect on the hydrologic regime of the watershed, regardless of
how it was conducted. If conducted in accordance with the conservation measures of the HCP, the
anticipated leve of timber harvesting and road construction would aso have a negligible effect on
sediment input to the Green River. There is cetainly no potentid for “massve imbaances in the
natural soil-forming and erosion cycdles,” as suggested in the comment.

NGO 8-21

See Generd Comment Response 7 and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5. The Services
anticipate no “ecologicd damage’ to the Upper Green River Watershed as a result of the Tacoma
Water ITP and HCP.
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NGO 8-22

See Generd Comment Response 7. The HCP would result in a subgtantial increase in the amount
of late-seral coniferous forest on Tacoma Water lands. In the short term, all but 58 acres of the
exiding mature coniferous forest would be protected from timber harvesting.  Over the long term,
more than 8,316 acres (roughly 56% of the Covered Lands) would be managed to protect and
enhance late-seral forest characteristics. The Services anticipate that this level of habitat protection
will satisfy Tacoma Water's obligations under Section 10 of the ESA, and significantly contribute
to the recovery of listed species covered by the ITP.

NGO 8-23
See Generd Comment Response 8.

NGO 8-24

Tacoma Water is proposing no harvest of suiteble marbled murrdet nesting habitat under the ITP.
Habitat Conservation Measure 3-04W addresses potential impacts to marbled murrelets nesting on
lands adjacent to the Covered Lands. In response to comments during public review of the HCP,
the measure has been revised so that disturbance protection measures would be implemented around
dl suitable marbled murrdet nesting habitat that has been determined to be occupied or to have
murrelet presence, or that has not been surveyed.

Under the HCP Tacoma Water would manage 52 percent of the Covered Lands for late-seral forest
conditions, and mantan no-harvest buffers on several hundred additiond acres in the Commercid
Zone. Much of this late-serd forest would eventualy develop conditions suitable for nesting by
marbled murrdets, dthough it may take more than 50 years for such conditions to appear. This
increase in the amount of potentid marbled murrdet nesting habitat on the Covered Lands would
represent a substantial contribution to the restoration of marbled murrelet habitat in the Upper Green
River Watershed.

NGO 8-25

The HCP is conggent with the Find Draft Spotted Owl Recovery Plan and the objectives for the
Spotted Owl Specid Emphass Area established in the Upper Green River Watershed by the DNR.
Tacoma Water would harvest an estimated 58 acres of mature coniferous forest in the short term,
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while protecting and enhancing potentia spotted owl habitat on more than 7,700 acres over the long
term. The Covered Lands would contribute to the support of the local spotted owl population in the
watershed, and the connectivity between populations to the north, south, and east of the watershed.

NGO 8-26

See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-127 through STA 1-134, NGO 5-5, and NGO 8-8.
Thinning is not the only conservation measure for northern goshawks in the HCP; it is only one of
several measures that would be used. The HCP actually employs four sets of conservation measures
that will benefit the northern goshawk. Firdt, al existing forest in the Natural Zone would be
protected from timber harvest and other dteration. Second, young forest in the Conservation Zone
would be thinned to accelerate the development of large trees, large snags, and small forest openings
(@l of which are important features of goshawk habitat). Once stands in the Conservation Zone
reach 100 years of age, they would be protected from al timber harvesting smilar to the Natura
Zore. Third, management of the Commercid Zone would include extensive no-harvest riparian
buffers, 70-year harvest rotations, and subgtantialy increased rates of live tree, snag, and log
retention (compared to standard forest practices). This management of the Commercid Zone is
expected to provide nesting and hunting habitat for goshawks throughout the zone. Lastly, Tacoma
Water would redtrict public access to the Covered Lands and implement seasonal and long-term
buffers around active goshawk nests to minimize humean disturbance of these key sites.  As noted
in the comment, goshawks are consdered to be sensitive to human disturbance.

NGO 8-27

See Specific Comment Responses STA 1-115 through STA 1-117. The HCP would result in a
substantial increase in the amount of potential habitat for the Peacific fisher in the Upper Green River
Watersned. Over 8,316 acres of the Covered Lands in the Natural and Conservation Zones would
eventudly provide closed-canopy forest conditions suitable for fisher, mostly aong riparian aress.
Thinning in the Conservation Zone would dlow trees to achieve larger Szes faster than under
natura development and will reduce the period of time a stand is in the stem exclusion stage. These
zones will provide a framework of closed-canopy forest that can be used by fisher for movement
up and down the Green River in the upper watershed. However, conservation and recovery of the
Pecific fisher cannot be achieved on Tacoma Water lands done.  The fisher’s home range has been
reported to be reativey large, ranging in size from 961 acres to 19,840 acres (Powell and Zielinski
1994).
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The eventud recovery of the fisher in the Upper Green River Watershed would require contributions
from other landowners, and these would come as a result of the Northwest Forest Plan, the DNR'’s
HCP, and the newly adopted riparian management Strategies of the Forest Practices Rules.

NGO 8-28

Thinning in the Conservation Zone would occur primarily in the first few decades of the HCP
(before stands reach the age of 100 years). Use of these areas by fisher is expected to be low during
that time because of the absence of the species from the watershed. The eventua development of
late-seral characterigtics in these areas would be beneficid to fisher if they become more numerous
in the future. If fisher require young forest for foraging, they would find ample habitat in the
Commercia Zone and on other commercid timberlands in the upper watershed.

Windthrow is a prevdent issue in western Washington, and it is known to be increased by some
types of timber harvesing. A certain amount of windthrow is desrable, as it contributes to the
gructura diverdty of a forest. Excessive windthrow, however, can delay or retard the development
of late-seral forest characteristics. The thinning prescription proposed by Tacoma Water is expected
to be aufficently conservetive to avoid excessive windthrow. As a further precaution, HCM 3-01C
has been modified and EMM-03 has been added to require monitoring and adaptive management
of the commercial thinning program. The method and intengity of thinning would be modified if
windthrow is excessve.

NGO 8-29

The Paific fisher is documented to use low- to mid-eevation forests, avoiding areas susceptible to
deep snow (Aubry and Houston 1992). In Washington, fisher have been reported to occur as high
as 5,900 feet in eevaion, but most sghtings (87%) occur below 3,200 feet. These elevation
congtraints would limit the use of portions of the Upper Green River Watershed, which reaches an
elevation of 5,000 feet.

The home ranges of individud fisher are rdatively large, ranging from 1.5 to 31 square miles.
Fisher prefer dense conifer forests with high structura diversity on the forest floor, and riparian or
wetland conditions (Brown 1985; Aubry and Houston 1992; Powel and Zeilinski 1994; Maser
1998). While management conditions are expected to increase the amount of preferred fisher
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habitat, the combination of fragmented habitat and the fisher's relatively large home range would
further limit the population dengty in the Upper Green River Watershed.

The Tacoma Water HCP is a prescription-based plan that is not required to monitor population
levels of the Covered Species. The impacts to the fisher are measured by changes in habitat
conditions. The commenter is reminded that recovery is not one of the issuance criteria for an ITP
(see Specific Comment Response NGO 6-4).

NGO 8-30

See Genera Comment Responses 7 and 8. The HCP is a comprehensive plan for the protection of
water qudity and habitat on Tacoma Water lands in the Upper Green River Watershed. The
Services do not believe that additiond restrictions on timber harvesting are necessary to satisfy the
requirements for issuance of an ITP.

The lands surrounding Kdly Butte are nether owned nor controlled by Tacoma Water. The
Services are not in apogtion to require that Tacoma Water purchase these lands.

Tacoma Water does own unroaded lands at the bottom of Lester Creek and Sawmill Creek
(approximately 2 miles north of Kelly Butte) that are designated Natura Zone and Conservation
Zone under the HCP. As specified in HCM 3-01B and 3-01C, no timber harvesting would occur in
the Natural Zone, and timber harvesting in the Conservation Zone would occur only to accelerate
the development of late-serd forest characterigtics.

Tacoma Water dso owns portions of three sections along lower Sawmill Creek (roughly 2.5 miles
north of Kdly Buitte) that are designated as Commercid Zone. These areas are roaded and were
clearcut harvested in the early 1990s. Given the target rotation age of 70 years under the HCP, no
even-aged harvest is likdly to occur in these young forest stands during the next 50 years, regardiess
of the fact that they are in the Commercid Zone.

Tacoma Water lands dong the upper Green River in Sections 21 and 27, Township 20 North, Range
11 East are in a Smilar condition. They are designated Commercia Zone and were harvested in the
ealy 1990s. Some of this land on moderate terrain may be commercidly thinned within 50 years,
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however, even-aged harvest would not take place until they are at least 70 years old. A change in
designation would have little effect on their management under the HCP for the next 50 years.
Tacoma Water does not currently hold the timber rights for these lands, however, and a Natura
Zone designation would be in conflict with Tacoma Water's obligation to the holder of those rights.

All Tacoma Water lands along Friday Creek and McCain Creek are designated as Natural Zone or
Conservation Zone. No timber harvesting would occur in the portion that is Natura Zone, and little
is likdy to occur in the portion that is Conservation Zone because it is primarily unforested power
line right-of-way.

Tacoma Water lands around Eagle Lake and lands dong lower Champion and Rock Creeks are
combinations of Natura, Conservation, and Commercia Zones. All lands directly adjacent to the
lake are Natura or Conservation Zone, and dl lands aong the Green River are Natural Zone. The
only lands designated as Commercid Zone are those with litle or no potentia to influence water
qudity. Cessation of timber harvesting on these lands would not be necessary to achieve the
conservation gods of the HCP or to satisfy the I TP issuance criteria of the ESA.

NGO 8-31

The Services believe that the length of new road constructed on Tacoma's lands in accordance with
the HCP requiremerts will be limited and that conservation measures governing congtruction of new
roads on the Covered Lands under Tacoma's HCP are suffident to minimize incresses in sediment
ddivery and habitat fragmentation. Roads on Tacomas lands that are not needed by other
landowners or for Tacomds timber harvest program, water quality monitoring, or other
adminigtrative purposes will be identified and abandoned within 5 years as stipulated in HCM 3-03J.
However, Tacoma is required by legd agreement to provide other landowners access to its lands
ether on exiding roads or through easements to construct new roads across Tacoma's land. Tacoma
will require that any new roads constructed on the Covered Lands by other landowners meet the
standards dipulated by its HCP. In addition, by working cooperatively with other landowners to
develop a watershed-wide transportation plan, Tacoma expects to identify how the existing road
network may be used mogt efficiently, thereby limiting the need for congtruction of new roads.
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See Genera Comment Response 10 for additional discussion of Tacoma Water’s proposed road
management and road abandonment program.

NGO 8-32

Tacoma Water does not hold suffident land in the Upper Green River Watershed to direct any of
the state-level Watershed Analyses that are being conducted. Similarly, Tacoma Water and the
Services lack the authority to revise dtate policies and procedures for preparing a Watershed
Andyss. Tacoma Water has chosen to address terrestriad habitat issues on its lands through the
development of the Forest Land Management Plan and the HCP. For purposes of the ESA, the
Services consider this approach to be appropriate.

NGO 8-33

The consarvation “standards’ for HCPs are not established by management plans on federa lands.
Rather, it has been the Sarvices approach that the Northwest Forest Plan form the backbone of
forest species conservation in the Pacific Northwest, and that HCPs be tailored to complement the
efforts being carried out on those federd lands. The “standards’ for HCPs are clearly spelled out
asfiveissuance criteriain section 10(a)(2)(B) of the Act.

See Generd Comment Response 11 for a discusson of Tacoma Water's proposed riparian
management measures and the strategy for achieving properly functioning riparian habitat. See
Genera Comment Response 7 for a discusson of Tacoma Water's upper watershed management
program and its role in commercid logging. See Generd Comment Response 10 for a discussion
of Tacoma Water’s proposed road management and road abandonment program.

NGO 8-34

The comment reflects a misundersanding of the HCP. The Conservation Zone would not be
harvested on a 100-year cycle. Stands less than 100 years old in the Conservation Zone would be
thinned to accelerate the growth of large trees. Once stands reach 100 years of age, there would be
no further harvesting of any kind, except danger tree remova aong roads. No thinning would be
conducted in stands that are currently over 100 years old in the Conservation Zone.

December 2000
Page 4-108 Tacoma Water FEIS/Vol.2_ NGO 4-2.wpd



© 0 NO O WDN P

W W W NDNDNDNDNDNMNMNDNNMNMNMNMNMNNMNMRPEPPRPEPEPRPEPRPERPPERPPRPE
N P, O O© 00 ~NOOOUL A WONPFP OO oo ~NO Ol A WDN P O

Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

No harvesting would occur in the Natural Zone for the full term of the HCP, except for minor habitat
improvement projects and the remova of danger trees dong roads. This redtriction gpplies to dl
lands in the Natura Zore, including those recently acquired from the USFS. Extenson of this
harvesting restriction beyond the term of the HCP (i.e., 50 years) would not be appropriate without
a comparable extenson of the ITP. Since a number of commenters have stated that they fed the
proposed 50-year term is too long, the Services are not at this time consdering an extenson of the
term.

The Services do not consider it necessary for Tacoma Water to acquire additiond cutting rights from
Fum Creek Timber Company as part of the HCP, but nothing in the HCP or ITP would preclude
Tacoma Water from pursuing those rights on its own.

NGO 8-35
See Genera Comment Responses 3, 5, and 7.

NGO 8-36
See Generd Comment Responses 7, 8 and 10, and Specific Comment Response NGO 5-5.

NGO 8-37

Monitoring and adaptive management are described in detall in HCP Chapter 6. The Services
congder the prescribed levels of monitoring and adaptive management appropriate to the anticipated
levd of incidentd and the conservative nature of the HCP.

Contrary to the suggedtion in the comment, monitoring is done to verify compliance and facilitate
adaptive management, not to respond to unforeseen circumstances. By definition, unforeseen
circumstances are those that cannot be anticipated or planned for. As a practica matter, it would
be impossble to desgn a monitoring program to address circumstances of unknown nature and
unpredictable occurrence.

NGO 8-38
The primary bendfit of the ITP to Tacoma Water will be the management certainty it will provide.
As long as Tacoma Water complies with the HCP and other conditions of the IA, it will have
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certainty that it can carry out the covered activities without further restrictions under the ESA.
Public involvement in the HCP occurs prior to issuance of the ITP, through attendance at public
meetings and review of the draft documents. Any requirement to solicit continued public
involvement throughout implementation of the HCP would diminish the certainty sought by Tacoma
Water, and substantialy reduce the incentive for the City of Tacoma to implement the HCP.

NGO 8-39
See Genera Comment Responses 5 and 7.
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Comment Responsesto Friends of the Earth (NGO 9)

NGO 9-1
Comment noted.

NGO 9-2
See Genera Comment Response 30.

NGO 9-3

Discussons with the City of Tacoma and the Services during the development of the HCP were
conducted with the knowledge and understanding that issuance criteria (see General Comment
Response 3) mugt ultimatdy be met before an ITP issued by the Services. One of these issuance
criteria requires Tacoma to minmize and mitigete to the maximum extent practicable the impacts
of the taking. This requirement does not necessarily prevent Tacoma from continuing to withdraw
water from the Green River or from harvesting timber on its lands in the Green River Watershed,
it only requires that activities for which Tacoma is seeking incidental take coverage be consstent
with al issuance criteria Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA.

The determination as to whether Tacoma's proposed HCP and ITP have met the issuance criteria
will be made after the FEIS and Find HCP have been revised based on public input during the
origind 78-day comment period, and subsequently released for a second 30-day public review
period. If a that time issuance criteria are met, the determination to issue a permit will be
documented in the Services decison documents consisting of the ESA Section 10 findings, ESA
Section 7 biologica opinions, and a NEPA record of decision.

NGO 9-4
See General Comment Response 4.

NGO 9-5
Tacoma Water has requested coverage under Section 10 of the ESA for the effects of its activities
on Covered Species. These activities primarily involve management of gpproximately 10 percent
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of the Upper Green River Watershed and withdrawa of water under its First Diversion Water Right
dam and its Second Diverson Water Right a the Headworks facilities a8 RM 61.0. Howard
Hanson Dam at RM 64.5 is a federd facility; project operations, including the storage and release
of water, are federd activities. Federa activities cannot be covered by a Section 10 ITP of the type
being requested by Tacoma Water. Consequently, the Services are only able to evaluate the effects
of Tacoma Water's proposed water withdrawa, watershed management, and conservation measure
activities.

The effects of Tacoma Water's activities on natura ecosystem habitat functions within the Green
River Basn have been identified in HCP Chapter 7. The Services will review the results of Tacoma
Water's andyses and consder the degree to which Tacoma Water's habitat acquisition,
enhancement, protection and restoration serve to protect Covered Species and habitats.

NGO 9-6

Comment noted. In 1986, Ecology issued the City of Tacoma a water right for 100 cfs following
adoption by Ecology of its Green-Duwamish River Basn Instream Resources Protection Program
(IRPP). The IRPP establishes instream flows for the Green River measured at the USGS gauges at
Pamer (No. 12.1067) and Auburn (No. 12.113000), and subjects future water right holders to
regulation at one of the two gauges. After much study, and following a thorough review of protests
to the issuance of the water right, the State Pollution Control Hearings Board and Ecology concluded
that the water right was consstent with the intent of RCW 90.54.020 (2): “ Allocation of waters
among potential uses and users shall be based generally on the securing of the maximum net
benefits for the people of the state. Maximum net benefits shall constitute total benefitslesscosts
including opportunities lost.”

Ecology published its IFIM Technica Bulletin entitted Green River Fish Habitat Analysis Using
the Instream Flow Incremental Methodology in July 1989.

Fow-surviva gudies have been conducted for salmonids in the Green River. For the results of
these studies, see Section 4.0 of the DEIS.
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NGO 9-7
We have reviewed the referenced document and will consider the concerns identified by the authors
of Using Science in HCPs when ddliberating whether to issue Tacoma Water an I TP.

NGO 9-8
See General Comment Response 1.

NGO 9-9
Your name has been added to the federa lig for find HCP and FEIS distribution.  You may aso
review the fina documents on our webdte at http:/Mmwww.rl.fws.gov/.

NGO 9-10

Tacoma's System Development Charges are designed to recover 50 percent of the cost of source
dorage, transmisson and treatment to serve new customers. The remainder of these codts is
included in rates charged to dl customers. Rate sructure and System Development Charges
gructure are the prerogetive of the Tacoma Public Utility Board and the Tacoma City Council and
are designed to reflect avariety of public policy issues including those raised in this comment.

NGO 9-11

The collection of depreciation costs is a practice carried out by private utilities usng a “utility basis’
accounting.  As a publicly owned utility, Tacoma practices “cash bads’ accounting, which does not
include the collection of cash for depreciation costs. However, the concern for future ratepayers and
responsble financid management is 4ill valid. Tacoma has indicated it concurs with the need to
adequately fund capital projects and pay down debt.

NGO 9-12

It is noted that Tacoma's maximum day demand is less than twice average day demand. This
appears to be a farly low peak-to-average day raio based on the ratio of other utilities. This is
driven by Tacoma's dgnificant indudtrid demand, which tends to negate the pesking effect of
resdentia customers. In fact, most of Tacoma's resdentid users are affected by higher residentid
rate blocks since they peek at asmilar ratio to resdentid usersin other Washington cities.
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NGO 9-13
See General Comment Response 5 and 7, dso Specific Comment Responses NGO 5-5 and NGO
10-66.

NGO 9-14
See General Comment Response 5.
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Comment Responsesto Sierra Club, Cascade Chapter (NGO 10)

NGO 10-1
Comment noted.

NGO 10-2

The degtruction of habitat that harms threatened and endangered species, otherwise referred to as
“take,” is prohibited by Section 9 of the ESA. Congress amended Section 10 of the ESA in 1982
to authorize the Services to issue permits to non-federa entities authorizing the “take” of listed
gpoecies.  The take authorized must be “incidenta” to otherwise lawful activities and conducted in
accordance with an approved HCP. An ITP isissued if an HCP meets specific criteria set forth in
Section 10. For species covered by an ITP, the accompanying HCP must: minimize and mitigate
the impacts of the proposed take to the maximum extent practicable, and not appreciably reduce the
likdihood of surviva and recovery of the species in the wild. Therefore, the comment that take
should not be alowed as part of this HCP appears to reflect a criticism of the mechanism created
by Congress in Section 10 of the ESA to authorize incidentd take of listed species and the legd
standards for such permits. The Services do not have the authority to change amendments to the
ESA that Congress has authorized and, therefore, can only work within the framework of the Act
as amended by Congress.

NGO 10-3

Given the importance of non-federa land in the conservation of threatened and endangered species,
the Services recognized the need to provide adequate incentives for non-federal landowners to factor
endangered species conservation into ther day-to-day land management activities. Economic and
regulatory certainty regarding the overdl cost of species conservation and mitigation is of great
concern to non-federa property owners. To dleviate this concern and provide meaningful
conservation for listed species, the Services bdieve that it is appropriate to provide HCP Applicants
the incantive of regulatory certainty provided the affected species are adequately covered by a
properly functioning HCP.  This incentive is captured in the “No Surprises’ rule (63 FR 8859).
Summarized, the rule States that private landowners are assured that if “unforeseen circumstances’
aise, the Services will not require the commitment of additiona land, water, financid
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compensation, or additiona redtrictions on the use of land, water, or other natural resources beyond
the level otherwise agreed to in the HCP without the consent of the permittee. The Services dso
believe that in order to provide sufficient incentives for the private sector to participate in the
development of long-term conservation plans, adequate assurances that a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit
can be issued for the life of a project must be made to non-federa entities that choose to develop
HCPs.

NGO 10-4 through NGO 10-6
Refer to General Comment Response 1.

NGO 10-7

Adaptive management for Covered Wildife Species is generdly unnecessary because of the
extremdy consarvative nature of the HCP. Only 21 wildlife species would be covered by the ITP,
and the levd of incidentd take is anticipated to be minimd for dl 21 species. As mitigation,
Tacoma Water would make substantial contributions to the long-term conservation of these species
by dedicating roughly 74 percent of the Covered Lands (52% of which are upland forest) to habitat
reserves. Natura habitat-forming processes would be alowed to occur in these zones, with limited
amounts of management for habitat enhancement. The remaining 26 percent of the Covered Lands
would be managed with low levels of commercid timber harvest, and high levels of resdud tree,
sag, ad log retention. The only area of minor uncertainty relative to long-term conservation
bendfit is the snag creation program in the Commercia and Conservation Zones. Consequently, this
is the focus of adaptive management in the HCP (see EMM-01).

Adaptive management for Covered Aquatic Species is described in General Comment Response 26.

NGO 10-8

Tacoma wishes to insure that its actions on the Green River are in compliance with the ESA. If it
operates in accordance with an approved HCP, then this requirement would be met.  Without such
assurance, Tacoma has dtated that it cannot aford to commit the dgnificant resources that are
required for the water supply and environmenta improvements proposed in this HCP.
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Although the protection provided to Tacoma by an HCP is dgnificat, it is not al-encompassng.
The Services dill have the ability to compel changes in operation by Tacoma in the event of a
determination of jeopardy to endangered species as a result of that operation. In addition, Tacoma
has higoricdly modified its operations at the request of resource agencies to reduce the use of water
from its exigting water rights for resource protection. This has happened numerous times in recent
years.

NGO 10-9

See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-7. Effectiveness Monitoring Measure EMM-01 requires
that data on snag recruitment and persistence be collected on the Covered Lands, and that
adjustments be made to the snag creation program if necessary to provide for the needs of cavity-
nesting wildlife species covered by the ITP.

Adaptive management for Covered Aquatic Species is described in Generd Comment Response 26.

NGO 10-10

The leves of adaptive management required under the HCP are anticipated to be both adequate to
meet the issuance criteria of ESA Section 10, and appropriate to the specific environmental and
economic conditions of the Green River. Section 10 is intended to provide regulatory assurances
to landowners that meet the specified issuance criteria and provide mitigation appropriate to the
anticipated leve of incidental take. If there were no limits on the amount of adaptive management
required of an ITP holder, there would essentidly be no regulatory assurances.  Without those
assurances, alandowner would have little or no incentive to pursue an I TP and prepare an HCP.

See Generad Comment Response 26 for a discussion of adaptive management and protection of
aquatic species, and Genera Comment Response 17 for discusson of indream flows and aguatic
resource protection.

NGO 10-11

We are aware of the referenced documents and consider the guidelines when developing or
reviewing endangered species conservation efforts. See General Comment Response 26 regarding
the adaptive management provisions of Tacoma Water's HCP.
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NGO 10-12

The compliance monitoring measures are desgned to provide us with confirmation that the
conservation measures have been implemented as specified in the HCP.  Tacoma Water's
obligations to comply with the instream flow measures identified in HCMs 1-01 and 1-02, and our
response in the event of non-compliance are identified in the IA.  Should Tacoma Water fail to
comply with the terms of the conservation measures, the Services responses are outlined in A
Paragraphs 6.2, Permit Suspension or Revocation, 6.3, Relinquishment of the Permit, and 14.0,
Remedies, Enforcement, and Dispute Resolution.

NGO 10-13

The conservation measure contingencies vary between measures depending on the Proposed Action
and anticipated likelihood of success of the origind measure. Wood placed under HCM 1-05 would
be szed according to the intended function and channel dimensons. As noted in HCM 1-05,
Tacoma Headworks Large Woody DebrisRootwad Placement, “ Structures that are deemed non-
functiond as a result of high flows would be modified or replaced by Tacoma as needed within the
fira 5 years following congruction.” This commitment would ensure that if wood placed initidly
proves to be too amdl to remain stable for at least 5 years, then the design would be modified such
that structures are of a auffident Sze to reman stable.  Once it has been determined that the
structure design is sufficent to remain stable and functional for at least 5 years, we do not anticipate
that structures would need to be replaced more than once over the remaining term of the HCP.

NGO 10-14

The wildife dtrategies in the HCP were designed to minimize the need for effectiveness monitoring.
The drategy has three mgor components: 1) mantenance and enhancement of native late-seral
coniferous forest on portions of the Covered Lands (the Natura and Conservation Zones) with
minima human intervention; 2) maintenance of late-seral coniferous forest habitat elements in
intensvely managed portions of the Covered Lands (the Commercid Zone) in a manner consistent
with commercia timber production; and 3) minimization of impacts of human activity on the
Covered Lands by observing seasonal and long-term buffers around senditive areas such as dens,
nests and key foraging areas. The ability of late-seral coniferous forest to support species native to
that type of habitat is somewhat axiomatic. If effectiveness monitoring is necessary to demondtrate
that unmanaged forest is capable of supporting naive wildlife, such monitoring is beyond the scope
of the Tacoma Water HCP. The effectiveness of leaving resdud live trees, snags and logs in the
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Commercia Zone is subject to debate, and effectiveness monitoring has been included in the HCP
goedificaly to address that issue (see EMM-01). Seasonal and long-term disturbance buffers around
nests and dens adso warrant monitoring, and that monitoring would occur under EMM-02. The
objective of disturbance buffers, as stated in EMM-02, is to reduce the potentid for human activity
to disrupt the specific wildife activities occurring in the buffered areas. The monitoring required
under EMM-02 would evaluate whether that objective is being met.

See Gengrd Comment Response 25 for further discusson of quantifiable data and resource
objectives in the HCP. In response to the specific request for quantifiable objectives for gravel
nourishment, note that Type 2 conservation measures, such as HCM 2-09, Mainstem Gravel
Nourishment, consist of contribution of funds and/or implementation of measures designed to offset
or compensate for impacts resulting from non-Tacoma actions. Habitat Conservation Measure 2-09
is desgned to patidly restore grave trangport functions in the Middle and Lower Green River
caused by the USACE's Howard Hanson Dam. Under HCM 2-09, up to 3,900 cubic yards of gravel
will annually be placed downstream of Howard Hanson Dam. If research monitoring indicates that
an increased rate of gravel nourishment would be beneficid, funds for additiona gravel nourishment
must come from non-Tacoma sources.

NGO 10-15

At this time, a forma description of Properly Functioning Conditions (PFC) has not been established
for fish species to be covered by Tacoma Water's gpplication for incidental take coverage. The
function of natural riverine processes in the Green River watershed is discussed in HCP subsection
4.5.3, Current Processes Affecting Fish Habitat and Populations. Conservation measures described
in Chapter 5 of the HCP were designed to contribute to restoring natural processes in view of
exiging and expected future conditions of the Green River basin (for example, continued flood
control operations by the USACE a Howard Hanson Dam). The conservation measures are
expected to contribute to restoring properly functioning conditionsin the basin.

NGO 10-16

Tacoma Water has committed to several conservation measures associated with facilities operated
by other parties (for example, USACE operation of Howard Hanson Dam). Tacoma Water has aso
committed to conservation measures where resource agencies and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe
have been provided the opportunity to identify and recommend adaptive management options with
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the approval of the Services (for example, Howard Hanson Dam springtime storage and release
operations). For conservation measures where agencies and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe are
responsible for adaptively managing a resource, Tacoma Water has committed to funding research
to provide them with feedback on the results of their actions.

The research funding measure RFM-02A, Monitor Effect of Flow Management Strategies on Side
Channd Habitats, is an example of a measure designed to provide the Green River Flow
Management Committee with feedback on the results of its flow management recommendations.

NGO 10-17

Many of the research funding measures in HCP Chapter 6 (for example, RFM-02, A-E, Flow
Management), provide the opportunity for testing of explicit assumptions and adaptively managing
the resource in view of the results of experimentation. For ingtance, freshets are a short-term release
of high flow desgned to initiate movement and increase the survivd of downdream migrating
sdmonid smolts. The release of freshets in the Green River, however, may dlow adult steehead
to spawn dong the channd margins at high flow levels where the eggs may be dewatered when the
flow drops following the freshet. Research conducted under RFM 2-02 would dlow the Green
River Flow Management Committee to evaluate both beneficia and detrimentd effects of freshets
and to evauate their use as a management tool to benefit Green River resources.

NGO 10-18

Tacoma Water has requested coverage under Section 10 of the ESA for the effects of its activities
on Covered Species. These activities primarily involve management of gpproximately 10 percent
of the Upper Green River Watershed and withdrawd of water at its Headworks fadilities at RM 61.0.
Howard Hanson Dam at RM 64.5 is a federal fadlity; project operations, induding the storage and
release of water and the interception of sediment and woody debris, are federa activities. Tacoma
Water's conservation measures include the opportunity to restore anadromous fish runs above
Howard Hanson Dam and the commitment to gravel nourishment and woody debris transport
measures that would contribute to restoring naturd ecosystemn functions of the Green River.
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NGO 10-19

The purpose of an HCP is to minmize and mitigate the impacts of any incidentd taking authorized
by a Section 10 permit, and to ensure that issuance of the permit does not appreciably reduce the
likdihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild. An HCP is not required to recover
listed species or restore habitat damaged by past actions, dthough many HCPs, including Tacoma
Water's, incdlude measures gspecificdly desgned to rehabilitate habitat that is not currently
consdered to be functioning properly.

NGO 10-20 and NGO 10-21

As the writer notes, many of the conservation measures in the HCP are rdiant on successful
implementation of the Additiond Water Storage Project by the USACE. It is also noted that
USACE has not completed its Section 7 consultations with NMFS and the USFWS. However, this
consultation is nearing completion and the findings of the Biologicd Opinion by the Services
regarding the Howard Hanson Dam Additiond Water Storage Project are not in conflict with the
proposals in Tacoma s HCP.

If the Additiond Water Storage Project by the USACE did not go ahead, then Tacoma would till
have the ability to independently implement some of the provisions of its HCP. However, it is more
likely that this HCP would have to be developed to reflect a significantly scaed-down effort by
Tacomawith regard to Green River water supply operations.

NGO 10-22

See Gengra Comment Response 17 for a discusson of increasing instream flows to provide
additional protection for fish, and Generd Comment Response 26 for a discussion of the adaptive
management provisons of Tacoma Water's HCP.

See Generd Comment Response 30, which explains how the cumulative effects andyss of the DEIS
was expanded to include the Additional Water Storage Project and Second Supply Project.

NGO 10-23
See changed circumstances text in the HCP, page 3-9.
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NGO 10-24

The City of Tacoma will not own or operate the fish restoration facility and is not seeking ESA
coverage for its construction and operation. As described in HCM 2-05, the transportation and
release of juvenile salmonids from the fish restoration facility is contingent on regulatory approva
of the fadlity and its intended uses, and obtaining the necessary water rights and permits for the
fadlity. The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe will own and operate the facility; if necessary, permits to
comply with the ESA may be issued to the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and will be sought as a process
separate from Tacoma Water's HCP.  Operation of the fish restoration facility is not required to
provide the opportunity to reestablish anadromous fish production in the upper watershed. If the
fish restoration facility cannot be permitted or is deemed to be infeasible, the Muckleshoot Indian
Tribe will use the avallable funds for fisheries enhancement in the Green/Duwamish River system.

NGO 10-25

If the Additiond Water Storage Project at Howard Hanson Dam is not congtructed, it is still possible
that Tacoma would eect to fully implement the HCP as presented in this document. However, it
seems more likdy that the Second Supply Project would be significantly restructured in the absence
of the Howard Hanson Dam Additiond Water Storage Project resulting in the need to redevelop an
HCP to address Tacoma' s revised Green River program.

NGO 10-26

If the Second Diverson Water Right is not implemented, then it is doubtful that the HCP proposed
at this time will be implemented. However, the need to address the requirements of ESA will most
likdy result in Tacoma developing an dternative drategy to ESA compliance other than this
proposed HCP.

NGO 10-27

Contrary to the commenters assertion, Tacoma Water’s withdrawas under its First Diverson Water
Right clam and Second Diverson Water Right will have little effect on high flows in the Green
River. High flows in the Green River are controlled by the USACE's operation of Howard Hanson
Dam for flood contral, which is an activity separate from Tacoma s water withdrawals.

As noted in HCM 1-01 and HCM 1-02, Tacoma Water's HCP provides for reductions in water
withdrawal during periods of low flow. These constraints reduce Tacoma's withdrawals from 213
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cfs to an average annua withdrawa of gpproximately 180 cfs. Although Tacoma Water is
proposing to withdraw up to 213 cfs on an indantaneous basis, Tacoma's average withdrawa of 180
cfs represents approximately 19 percent of the average flow of the Green River at Palmer and about
14 percent of the average daily flow of the Green River & Auburn.

The effects of Tacoma Water's withdrawals and conservation measures are described in HCP
Chapter 7. The analyses in the HCP address the effects of both the First Diverson Water Right
dam and the Second Diverson Water Right. Analyses of the effects of the First Diverson Water
Right dam were developed separate from the effects of the Second Diversion Water Right under
the No Action Alternative in the DEIS. In order for the Services to determine if the proposed
conservation measures provide adequate resource protection, the Services requested that the HCP
andyses evauate the full effects of the proposed HCP action. The HCP andyses assume that water
withdrawds are the maximum amount avalable under the HCP, even though ful withdrawal may
not occur for severa years after the Second Supply Project is constructed.

NGO 10-28

The IFIM is a tool used in determining indream flow requirements and, as such, has inherent
drengths and wesknesses. The Instream Flow Incrementd Methodology remains the method
generdly used by Ecology and the WDFW (Washington Department of Ecology 1998), as well as
the Services, to assess instream flow requirements. Ecology used the IFIM in its analyses of Green
River instream flow requirements in 1989, and continues to use the method to assess instream flow
requirements in other river basins in Washington State.  In response to comments received during
the scoping phase of the Additiond Water Storage Project, Tacoma Water and the USACE
conducted additiond studies of juvenile saimon migration, sSde channd connectivity, and stedhead
incubation in the Green River to supplement the IFIM study conducted by Ecology. Groundwater
recharge is not expected to be affected by Tacomas HCP since baseflow will be dightly increased
during drought conditions and flood flows would not be affected by Tacoma s actions.

NGO 10-29

A discussion of shared risk between water supply and fisheries is provided in HCP Appendix E,
Tacoma Water Response to Six Principles of Project Operation and Design for the Howard Hanson
Dam Additiona Water Storage Project.
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NGO 10-30
See Generd Comment Response 27.

NGO 10-31

A description of the North Fork wellfields is provided in HCP subsection 4.2.3. Habitat
Consarvation Measure 1-01 (see HCP subsection 5.1.1) describes proposed resource protection
measures and the effect of Tacoma's water withdrawals on aquatic resources in the North Fork
Green River are described in HCP Chapter 7 under various upper watershed subheadings (for
example, HCP subsection 7.1.3.1 Potentia Effects of Covered Activities and Conservation Measures
on Chinook Spawning and Incubation in the Upper Watershed).

NGO 10-32
See General Comment Response 28.

NGO 10-33

We have addressed concerns raised by the Center for Environmental Law and Policy in response
to its comment letter (NGO 7). The Serra Club commenter raises an additional specific concern
regarding the apparent “lack of insects in the various sub-basins of the Green-Duwamish
Watershed.” We are unaware that any specific Green River sub-basin lacks insects and, therefore,
we cannot respond in a more complete manner without additiond information.  If the Sierra Club
has such information, we encourage the organization to provide it to the Services and Tacoma Water
for review. During our evauation of Tacoma Water's gpplication for an ITP, we will evauate both
direct and indirect effects of the proposed actions on Covered Species.

NGO 10-34

Comment noted. Anadromous fish passage to the Green River upstream of RM 61 was blocked by
the construction of the Tacoma Water Diverson Dam in 1911. Anadromous fish were not permitted
in the watershed until October 1982, when the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and Washington
Depatment of Game began planting steelhead juveniles into the Upper Green River Watershed. In
March 1983, the Washington Depatment of Fisheries began planting juvenile coho into the upper
watershed, and in March, 1987, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe began planting chinook juveniles in
the upper watershed. Beginning in 1992, wild winter adult steelhead trapped at the Tacoma
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Diverson Dam have been transported into the upper watershed and released into the Green River
upstream of Howard Hanson Dam to spawn. The spawning and rearing success of these fish is
unknown, but with implementation of the HCP, Tacoma Water would be dedicating considerable
resources to monitoring the success of the adult samon and steelhead reintroduction program.
Operation of the downstream fish passage fadlity at Howard Hanson Dam is expected to greatly
improve the surviva of downstream migrating juvenile fish aswell as ket sedhead.

NGO 10-35

A discusson of exisging downstream fish passage conditions at Howard Hanson Dam is provided
as part of the supporting rationale for HCM 2-01, Howard Hanson Dam Downstream Fish Passage
Fecility (HCP subsection 5.2.1). Asnoted in that subsection:

“Currently, juvenile sdlmon and steelhead migrating from the upper Green River to lower
river rearing areas or migraing to sdt water must pass through one of two HHD ouitlets (the
flood control tunnd or a 48-inch-diameter bypass pipe). Two large radia gates regulate the
flood control tunnel (1,035 feet) with a capacity of over 10,000 cfs. At flows less than 500
cfs, the 48-inch bypass pipe is used (1,069 feet). Refill of the project typicaly occurs
between early April through June when the poal is filled from low pool (1,070 feet) to the
ful conservation pool (1,141 feet; plus 3 to 5 feet for debris removd). Spring refill
coincides with the man outmigration period of juvenile sdmonids. As the poad fills the
outlets are submerged to depths of 35 to 112 feet. As inflow to the reservoir recedes,
outflow from the dam is routed to the bypass pipe (flows less than 500 cfs).”

“Beginning in 1982, juvenile coho and chinook salmon and steelhead trout have been re-
introduced into the upper watershed as a means to assess the ability of the exiding
configuration and operating plan of HHD to pass juvenile fish. Current annud survivad of
juvenile sdmon and steelhead migrating through HHD outlets is estimated between 5 and
25 percent based on a fish passage model and on-site monitoring data (Dilley and
Wunderlich 1992, 1993). The low survivd rate is primarily a function of two factors the
soring refill of the reservoir submerging the dam outlets and the low survival of juveniles
as they pass through the outlets.  Juvenile fish require a near surface-outlet with a high
discharge capacity outlet (exact volumes depend on ste conditions). Therefore, a a time
when fish need high flows and a shalow outlet, the project is reducing outflow (refill) and
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

creting a deeper outlet (from 35 to 112 feet degp). During outmigration fish may not find
or be willing to use outlets that are deeply submerged. Fish that are delayed or entrapped
beyond a certain time may not migrate to sdt water and may not contribute to the returning
adult population. Fish that sound (dive) to reach the outlet pipe experience high mortaity
from impacts at sharp bends or turns within the bypass. Direct mortdity in the bypass pipe
can range from 1 percent to 100 percent depending on the amount of flow, water
temperature, pool eevation, and time of year.”

“The new downstream fish passage fadility is designed to provide much higher success of
juvenile outmigration and to accommodate the higher water levds and changes in rfill
timing under the AWS project Phase l.”

NGO 10-36

See Generd Comment Response 22 for a discussion of the performance of trap-and-haul fish
passage fadlities and the rationde for sdecting a trap-and-haul program to restore adult anadromous
fish access to the Upper Green River Watershed.

NGO 10-37

Tacoma Water has indicated it does not bdieve that reintroduction of anadromous fish to the upper
watershed poses a risk to drinking water qudity and public hedth at the numbers that have been
discussed to date. This would include the introduction of up to 6,500 adult coho and 2,300 adult
chinook. This level would be reached over a period of years dlowing adequate opportunities to
assess water qudity on an ongoing bass. Tacoma Water has committed to monitoring the effects
of fish passage on drinking water quality as part of its surface water trestment operations. If
continued monitoring confirms that reintroduction of anadromous fish does not pose a risk to public
hedth, no further action would be taken. If, to adequately protect drinking water qudity, it becomes
necessary to limt the biomass of adult fish transported into the upper watershed, Tacoma Water
would coordinate with the NMFS, USFWS, and the fisheries managers before ingtituting measures
to decrease fish passage. As part of the coordination effort, Tacoma would select one or more
independent experts to evauate available options. The independent expert would submit a report
to the City, fisheries managers, and public hedth offiadds with recommendations as to the levd of
fish passage that can occur without posing arisk to drinking water quaity and public hedth.
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NGO 10-38

The 64 percent surviva estimate for downstream fish passage through the Howard Hanson Dam
Project was developed by the USACE during analysis of the Additional Water Storage Project (U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers 1998). The passage estimate includes both reservoir and dam passage and
aoplies only to subyearling chinook that move downstream during the early soring.  Juvenile
salmonids that move downstream at larger sizes, such as yearling coho and steelhead and chinook
samon, are expected to pass downstream with higher survival rates. Assuming a 64 percent rate
of passage aurvivd, chinook samon have a far to poor chance of establishing sdf-sustaining runs
above Howard Hanson Dam (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1998).

The primary source of injury is assumed to be associated with downstream passage through the
Howard Hanson Reservoir.  Although some juvenile chinook populations successfully pass
downstream through large waterbodies (for example, Lake Washington), chinook populations on
other river sydems appear undble to develop sdf-sugtaining runs due to losses during reservoir
passage.  Juvenile samonids passng downstream through Howard Hanson Reservoir may
experience higher surviva rates than modeled due to the lack of large predator populations.
However, if juvenile chinook surviva rates are much lower than 64 percent, it is unlikely that sdf-
sugtaining, naturally reproducing runs will be established in the Upper Green River Watershed.

Once the juvenile sdmonids enter the forebay area of the Howard Hanson Reservoir, the proposed
downstream fish passage fadlity is expected to successfully pass the fish downstream of Howard
Hanson Dam.

NGO 10-39
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-38.

NGO 10-40

The commenter suggests that Tacoma attempts to separate the Additional Water Storage Project
from the HCP. This is amply a recognition of the areas where Tacoma has the ability to exert
control and has respongbility versus the areas where control and responsibility rest with USACE.
Tacoma and USACE have coordinated extensively on the linkage between Tacoma's Second Supply
Project and the Additiona Water Storage Project at Howard Hanson Dam. The Additiond Water
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Storage Project is currently completing review of a biologicd assessment by the USFWS and the
NMFS. The resultant Biological Opinion will provide the public a sound assessment regarding the
effectiveness of project implementation. In the event that the Additional Water Storage Project was
not to go ahead, Tacoma s HCP would require extensive modifications.

See Generd Comment Response 30, which explains how the cumulative effects andyss of the DEIS
was expanded to include the Additional Water Storage Project and Second Supply Project.

NGO 10-41
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-24, and Genera Comment Response 30.

NGO 10-42
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-24.

NGO 10-43

In the event that the proposed HCP cannot be approved by the Services, then Tacoma would need
to reconsider its future plans for expanded water supply from the Green River. In the event that no
further diversons from the Green River were possible, the commenter is correct that Tacoma could
dill seek an ITP to cover its existing operations on the Green River. However, this was not
considered to be a viable dternative to the proposed HCP because it did not meet the purposes of
the proposed HCP and associated projects, i.e., the regiond supply of water in Tacoma, South King
County, and the Sesttle service area.

NGO 10-44

The commenter is correct that page 9-2 line 38 overstates Tacoma's rdiance on the Second
Diverson Water Right. It should indicate that this project or other projects, some of smaler size,
will need to begin to come on line shortly after 2001. Tacoma does have the ability to develop
numerous amdl sources of supply. These smal sources are an integral part of water supply
programsin conjunction with the Second Diverson Water Right on the Green River.

Tacoma currently has and continues to develop contracts with adjoining water purveyors for the
deivery of water. As the largest water supplier in Pierce County, Tacoma has the ability to support
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adjoining utilities and has provided service outsde of the City limits of Tacoma for many years.
This provison of water is at a rate 20 percent higher than indde City rates, which reflects the
additiondl cost to provide service outsde of the City limits as wdl as the cost of City support
sarvices which Tacoma ratepayers pay through taxes. Tacoma maintains that the sde of water
outsde the City limits and on a wholesde basis is not a money-making venture but an extenson of
apublic service.

NGO 10-45

The storage of additiond water for fisheries purposes under Section 1135 of the Clean Water Act
a Howard Hanson Dam is a project sponsored by the City of Tacoma, as is the Additiona Water
Storage Project at Howard Hanson Dam. The quality of fish passage and environmental resource
protection and restoration included in both of these projects as a result of local sponsor participation
may not be mantained without this loca financia involvement. In its cooperative efforts with loca
governments and other water utilities to meet water supply needs in the Central Puget Sound area,
Tacoma seeks to meet a public need for additional water supply as identified by growth projections
for the Central Puget Sound area under the State’' s Growth Management Act. Tacoma is the major
water supplier in Pierce County and South King County and thus better able to serve in a leadership
and coordinating role than smdler utilitiesin the region.

NGO 10-46

We are unadle to provide a specific response to this comment since we are unsure of the substantive
concern. However, please refer to Specific Comment Responses NGO 7-17 and NGO 7-18 for a
response to the Center for Environmenta Law and Policy concern regarding the range and scope
of aternatives.

NGO 10-47

In the proposed HCP, Tacoma has presented the best plan that it believes is possible given the
limitations on resources under which it operates. If the Services determine that this HCP cannot be
issued then it may be necessary for Tacoma to revise its plans on the Green River and to smply seek
to revise the HCP to protect its exigting first diversion water right operation.
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NGO 10-48

The dterndives in the HCP and the NEPA review are often different in scope because these
andyses are amed at different objectives. Under the HCP, the Applicant must anayze possible
dternatives to implementation of an HCP, induding other planning options aimed at take avoidance.
However, under NEPA, the Services must andyze dternatives to the proposed agency action, which
is issuance of an ITP, induding no permit issuance, or issuance of other permits that would meet
the Applicant’s proposed purpose and need.

While it is true that the USACE has the authority to store water for fish, this federa storage “action”
does not dleviate Tacoma Water's requirement to comply with the ESA while withdrawing water.
It is important to note that storage and withdrawa are two separate actions performed by a federal
agency governed under Section 7 of the ESA and private entity (Tacoma Water) governed under
Section 10 of the ESA, respectively. The USACE approval to store water does not extend so far as
to alow Tacoma Water to potentidly harm fish resources through its independent water withdrawal
actions. Consequently, it was necessary for Tacoma to embark on a Section 10 compliance
independent of the USACE' s actions.

We are unsure of the specific concerns related to the adequacy of the alternatives review and the
range of aternatives. However, please refer to Specific Comment Response NGO 7-17 for further
information.

NGO 10-49

See Generd Comment Response 4 and DEIS subsection 2.3. Tacoma Water has made application
to the USFWS and NMFS for two ITPs, one from each agency. The Services Proposed Action,
therefore, is issuance of ITPs. The purpose and need of the Proposed Action as stated in subsection
1.2 of the DEIS is to respond to Tacoma Water's permit application in a manner that: 1) provides
protection and conservation to listed and proposed species and their habitats to the extent intended
under 810(a)(1)(b) of the Act; and; 2) dlows Tacoma Water to fuffill its water supply obligations
in a practica manner. The environmental review process must focus on this Proposed Action, the
stated purpose and need for the action, and dternatives to the Proposed Action that will fulfill the
purpose and need. Alternatives, such as water conservation and reuse done, would not fulfill the
purpose and need to supply the Tacoma Water service area, and are beyond the scope of this DEIS
and need not be analyzed.
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It should be noted that Tacoma does have an aggressve water conservation program, which, as
described in subsection 2.2.1.1, has resulted in water savings of nearly 18 million gdlons per day
gnce 1990. While water conservation and reuse would not result in adequate water supplies for the
Tacoma Service Area, these programs are integral components of each water withdrawa aternative.
Furthermore, if an ITP is not issued to Tacoma Water, this water conservation program would
continue to be implemented.

Tacoma and the Services do recognize the public interest surrounding the selection of a source of
additional water in response to growing demands. It is for this reason that additiond information
was included in subsections 2.2.1 and 2.3 of the DEIS regarding the decison-making process that
Tacoma Water went through in determining its management direction for obtaining additiond weter,
and prior to initiating discussions with the Services regarding ITPs.  This information was included
so that the public would understand the rationale and considerations involved in the locd decision-
making process that led to Tacoma s request for an ITP.

NGO 10-50

See Generd Comment Response 22 for a discussion of the performance of trap-and-haul fish
passage fadlities and the rationde for selecting a trap-and-haul program to restore adult anadromous
fish access to the Upper Green River Watershed.

NGO 10-51
Refer to Specific Comment Responses prepared for the Pecific Crest Biodiversty Project letter,
NGO 8.

NGO 10-52
Comment noted.

NGO 10-53

Comment noted. Although Tacoma Water controls access into the closed portion of the Upper Green
River Watershed, it owns only 10 percent of the land in the upper watershed. Agreements with the
other landowners dlow Tacoma Water daff to monitor activities that have the potential to degrade
water qudity, such as road building and logging. Tacoma Water has been able to meet federa and
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state municipa water qudity requirements for unfiltered surface water supplies in large part because
of its watershed access control policies. Public access is avallable to the upper watershed from 2
miles east of the former townsite of Lester at Friday Creek gate east to the crest of the Cascade
Mountains. Lands included in this part of the watershed belong to the USFS, DNR, Plum Creek
Timber Company, and the City of Tacoma, dthough no camping is dlowed within 200 feet of the
Green River or any perennia stream.

NGO 10-54
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-53. There is access to the trails the commenter mentions
from the south, on USFS roads that are open to public access.

NGO 10-55

Comment noted. Refer to subsections 3.10 (Recreation) and 3.11 (Visua Resources) for a basdine
description; 4.2.8 (Recreation) and 4.2.9 (Visud Resources) for an andyss of the impacts from
water withdrawd; and 4.3.8 (Recreation) and 4.3.9 for an analysis of the impacts from upper
watershed management. Also see General Comment Responses 13, 17, 19, and 21.

NGO 10-56
Comment noted. See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.

NGO 10-57
Comment noted. See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.

NGO 10-58
See General Comment Response 3.

NGO 10-59
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.

NGO 10-60
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.
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NGO 10-61
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-55.

NGO 10-62
Comment noted.

NGO 10-63
See Genera Comment Response 21.

NGO 10-64

The establishment of water rates is the responsbility of the loca government's operating water
utilities Tacoma's water rate Structure currently includes an inclining block rate structure and a
summer surcharge to increase the rates during high demand periods. Tacoma has indicated that
while some additiond savings of water might be provided through raising rates to higher levels at
the upper ends of water use, it is doubtful that the 40 percent savings indicated could be attained.
In addition, a large percentage of water utility customers do not support raising water rates above
the cost of service.

NGO 10-65
See Generd Comment Response 19.

NGO 10-66

The information in Chapter 8 is provided to comply with ESA Section 10(a)(2)(B)(iii), which
requires that an Applicant for an ITP “ensure that adequate funding for the plan (HCP) will be
provided.” Only by identifying the costs of the mitigation measures can Tacoma Water demonsirate
that adequate funding will exist to carry out those measures. The relationship between the costs of
mitigation and the revenues to be generated under the ITP is only relevant in demondtrating that
auffident funding will be avalable to implement the HCP. The Services do not have the regulatory
authority to determine how much revenue Tacoma Water will generate from the sale of water and/or
timber under the ITP.
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NGO 10-67

See Specific Comment Response 10-66. Note aso that the mgjority of the cost of the upstream fish
passage conservation measure is associated with passing fish above the USACE's 238-foot high
Howard Hanson Dam.

NGO 10-68

See Specific Comment Response 10-66. Note also that Tacoma Water is contributing funding to
a variety of conservation measures, induding downstream fish passage at Howard Hanson Dam and
gravel nourishment as described in HCP Table 8-1, Edimated Costs of habitat conservetion
measures identified in Tacoma's Green River Habitat Conservation Plan.  The joint funding estimate
described in HCP Table 8-1 represents a cost-share arrangement between Tacoma, the USACE, and
other potentia partners

NGO 10-69

The estimated costs for wildife and riparian habitat conservation measures stated in HCP Table 8-1
are accurate, dthough they may require some explanaion. The costs of HCM 3-01 include
opportunity costs associated with leaving merchantable timber standing in reserves, opportunity
costs of extending rotations outsde reserves, cregating snags, dash disposal; reforestation; and
management costs associated with ddineating, working around, and monitoring specid management
areas. The estimate of $2,129,000 is accurate.

Edimated costs for the upland forest management measures described above are primarily the lost
vaue resulting from leaving merchantable timber in riparian buffers (HCMs 3-01, 3-02, 3-03, 3-04).
They indude the vdue of unharvestable timber in riparian areas to comply with current Forest
Practices Rules, as wdl as the cost of unharvestable timber in riparian areas to comply with the
requirements of the HCP. The HCP requirements are consderably greater than current Forest
Practices Rules, and would result in the retention of at least double the timber volume. A
consarvative edimate of the costs atributable to complying with HCM 3-02 dore would be
$1,500,000 (as opposed to the $3,000,000 shown in Table 8-1, which includes the vaue associated
with foregoing timber harvest to comply with both the Forest Practices Rules and HCM 3-02).
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Road construction and maintenance measures (HCM 3-03) in the HCP stem from Watershed
Andyses prescriptions, but induson of those prescriptions as commitments in the HCP represents
an increased financid liability for Tacoma Water. Therefore it is understandable and acceptable to
include al such costs ($1,714,000) in the andysis of the HCP.

The costs of species-gpecific management measures (HCM 3-04) are dso largdy opportunity costs
associated with leaving timber standing in buffers, and are based on assumptions as to how many
buffers could be required. The estimate of $741,000 could be low if al the Covered Species were
encountered in the watershed and the maximum number of buffers alowed for in the HCP were
required.

With remova of the vaue of unharvested timber in riparian buffers attributable to current forest
practices, the tota estimate for dl management measures (HCM 3) would be $6,084,000. Given that
the purpose for presenting cost estimates in the HCP is to ensure adequate funding for the
conservation measures (see Specific Comment Response NGO 10-66), it is appropriate to include
al posshble cogtsin the estimate.

NGO 10-70

The decison to collect 50 percent of the costs of storage, source, trangmisson, and treatment in
Tacoma's System Development Charge was made by Tacoma's Public Utility Board and City
Council. It is a reflection of a City policy that recognizes that new customers should pay a
ggnificant portion of new water supply but that there is dso an obligation for existing customers
to pay for a portion of those costs.

NGO 10-71
See Specific Comment Response NGO 9-11.

NGO 10-72

Tacomamust pay the cost of the HCP by whatever resources are available. The Services must reach
a finding that adequate funding is available to implement the HCP measures, but the Services cannot
direct an Applicant where to obtain the funding.
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NGO 10-73
See Specific Comment Response NGO 10-64.

NGO 10-74
Comment noted.

NGO 10-75

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, an estimate of the expected use of the North Fork Wellfield
is provided in HCP subsection 4.2.3, Table 4-6, Summary of Average Daly Flow In The North Fork
Green River And Expected Well Demand From The North Fork Wellfield By Month.

NGO 10-76

A description of the North Fork welfields is provided in HCP subsection 4.2.3. Habitat
Conservation Measure 1-01 (see HCP subsection 5.1.1) describes proposed resource protection
messures and the effect of Tacoma's water withdrawals on aquatic resources in the North Fork
Green River as described in HCP Chapter 7 under various upper watershed subheadings (for
example, HCP subsection 7.1.3.1 Potentid Effects of Covered Activities and Conservation Measures
on Chinook Spawning and Incubation in the Upper Watershed).

NGO 10-77

Water withdrawn by Tacoma Water from the North Fork Wdlfidd represents an exercise of
Tacoma's Firg Diverson Water Right dam. As such, Tacoma logicaly addressed any congtraints
on use of the North Fork Wdlfidd under HCM 1-01, Minmum Instream Flows Under First
Diverson Water Right. The degree of protection afforded by conservation measures would not be
affected by whether proposed actions are addressed in individual conservation measures or grouped
into categories.

NGO 10-78

The potentia risks of channd dewatering associated with withdrawas from the North Fork
Wedlfidd are acknowledged in the supporting rationale for HCM 1-01 (see HCP subsection 5.1.1).
An assessment of the degree of risk to aguatic resources and anticipated effectiveness of the
proposed conservation will be evauated during the Services deliberations on issuing Tacoma Water
an|TP.
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NGO 10-79
Use of the South Tacoma wdlfied during periods of withdrawas from the North Fork Wdllfied
was considered during development of the conservation measure and is Spedificaly addressed in
HCM 1-01.

NGO 10-80
Tacoma has indicated it is currently unaware of any dternative groundwater source that could be
brought to bear in lieu of the North Fork Wdlfield.

NGO 10-81

Tacoma's operation as an unfiltered water supply is an important means of cost control for
Tacoma's water utlity. If filtration is required in the future, it may be possble to meet the
requirement though the use of a membrane filtration sysem. Currently, the technology of
membrane filters is deveoping rapidly, and Tacoma hopes to utilize this technology a some point
in the future if filtration is required. However, membrane technology has not yet developed to the
point where a plant of adequate capacity to meet Tacoma's needs has been built. The decison to
delay filtration is in kegping with Tacoma's obligation to minimize the costs charged to ratepayers
for water supply.

NGO 10-82

It does not appear that forest practice is the only or even primary source of turbidity in the Green
River sygdem. In recent years, Seditle has experienced turbidity difficulties of tremendous impact
despite the very limited logging that occurs in the Cedar River Watershed. See Generd Comment
Response 10 for additiona information.

NGO 10-83
See Specific Comment Response 10-38.

NGO 10-84
As explicitly noted in HCM 2-05, the transport and release of juvenile salmonids above Howard
Hanson Dam is contingent on approval by the Services:
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

“If supplementation of juvenile samonids into the Upper Green River Watershed is
determined to be beneficid to Green River fish runs by the NMES and USFWS, Tacoma will
trangport and release juvenile sdmonids above Howard Hanson Dam” (emphasis added).

The Services bdieve this contingency is a critical component of the proposed conservation measure
for the reasons stated by the commenter.

NGO 10-85

There are three reasons why the discussions of wildlife in the HCP and DEIS are not as extensve
as the corresponding discussions of fish. First, most of the Covered Wildlife Species are rare on the
Covered Lands, whereas Covered Fish Species are known to occur in the Green River. The Covered
Wildlife Species are generdly rare because the Green River watershed is a or beyond the limit of
each species geographic range, and/or because past land management practices throughout the
watershed have displaced the species from the area.

Second, the impacts of Tacoma Water's activities on the Covered Wildife Species are expected to
be minimd, while the potential for Tacoma Water to impact Covered Fish Species is considerably
greater. The withdrawa of water has little or no impact on the Covered Wildlife Species, and the
low rate of timber harvesting proposed by Tacoma is anticipated to result in a low potentia for
incidentd take.

Ladly, the wildife habitat conservation measures included in the HCP are extremely conservative
in favor of protecting the Covered Species. Roughly 74 percent of the Covered Lands would be
dedicated to habitat reserves in the Natura and Conservation Zones, and a Szable portion of the
remaning 26 percent would be dedicated to riparian buffers, upland management aress, and leave-
tree patches.

Als0, see General Comment Response 28 for a discussion on the use of best available science by the
Services when making permit decisions.

NGO 10-86 and 10-87

See Spedific Comment Response NGO 8-2. The commenter assarts that the DEIS fals to anayze
the direct, indirect, and cumuldive effects to ESA liged and non-listed fish stocks throughout the
Green-Duwamish Watershed. The Services believe that the effects to fish stocks have been
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

addressed. Table 4-1 in the DEIS shows the activities that are anticipated to result in effects to the
human environment in a different quantity, or a diffeeent manner under each of the action
dternatives, as compared to the No Action Alternative. The DEIS presents a comparative andyss
of these direct and indirect effects in subsections 4.2 and 4.3. Subsection 4.4 presents a comparative
andysis of the cumulative effects of the Proposed Action. See General Comment Response 3.

NGO 10-88 and 10-89

See Genera Comment Response 30 and Specific Comment Response NGO 8-2. The DEIS analyzed
cumulative impacts under various land use categories within the Green River Watershed, and within
the region such as agriculturd and forest uses. The cumulative assessment assumed that the land-
and water-related conditions described by the commenter (eg., water qudity conditions, fish
passage barriers, avalability of habitat restoration Stes) were part of the exiging environment (i.e.,
the basdine condition of the upper, middle, and lower watershed). This baseline condition was
andyzed in Section 4.0, Environmentad Effects.  Mitigation was designed in light of these known
land use and ingream conditions to meet the objectives of the ESA.

NGO 10-90
See Genera Comment Responses 15, 16, and 30.
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

Comment Responsesto The Mountaineers (NGO 11)

NGO 11-1
Comment noted.

NGO 11-2
Comment noted.

NGO 11-3
See Genera Comment Response 11 concermning the impacts of the forest management on riparian
areas, salmonid habitat, and water qudlity.

NGO 11-4
Comment noted.

NGO 11-5
Comment noted.

NGO 11-6
See General Comment Responses 5 and 7.

NGO 11-7
Tacoma uses a variety of funding sources for watershed land acquisition, including timber sdes and
the water quaity fund.

NGO 11-8
See General Comment Response 7.
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

NGO 11-9 through NGO 11-12

See General Comment Response 27 for a discusson of the ingream flows and natura flow
vaidion, see Genera Comment Response 17 for a discusson of increasing indream flows to
provide additional resource protection.

NGO 11-13
Comment noted.

NGO 11-14
Comment noted.

NGO 11-15
See General Comment Response 21.

NGO 11-16
See General Comment Responses 18 and 19.

NGO 11-17
See General Comment Response 19 and Specific Comment Response TRI 2-49.

NGO 11-18

See Genera Comment Response 12. Raising the Howard Hanson Reservoir level would not require
the removad of any ek. Elk would be digplaced from foraging in areas inundated by the raised water
leve, but dternate foraging areas will be provided in permanently managed shrub and brush plots
and in early seral stands in the Commercia Zone. These areas would be readily accessible to the
displaced k. There would be no need to physicaly move any of the k.

NGO 11-19

Comment noted. Thisis proposed in HCM 2-03 and is part of the USACE Additiond Water Storage
Project. By planting inundation-tolerant vegetation adjacent to areas inundated by Howard Hanson
Reservoir and adong lower reaches of tributaries flowing into the reservoir, denuded shorelines
would be re-vegetated with more water-tolerant plant communities for both fish and wildlife habitat
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Section4.0  Specific Comments and Responses

and will lessen erosion from wave action. The HCP does not suggest which plant species would be
used, only that they should be tolerant to inundation. The recommended plant species to be used
would be determined during the USACE's final design of the Additional Water Storage Project with
agreement by WDFW and Tacoma Water. Plant species native to western Washington are preferred.

NGO 11-20
Comment noted.
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NGO-1

Tim Romanski ;
U5 Fish and Wildlile Service
510 Desmend D, 5B, #102
Lacey, WA 98503

Dear Mr. Romanski:

RE: Tacoma's Habitat Conservatica Flan (HCP) for its Lands & Operaticas in

© the Green River Watershed & Relaled Epvironmental impact Statement (EI1$)

Please require the utmost effor! by Tacoma to save wild chinook salmen
ruas on the Green River. I want you to ensure that Tacoma's HCP pearantees
the restoration of these and other saimon and steelbead runs and ciher-
species as well

The HCP should end logging on Tacoma's Jands o bhelp beal the watershed.
Foresis help fish by keeping fine sediments oul of ihe rivers. Trees help
provide slow, steady return flows to the river and sireams after rain and
snow. They shade the streams to keep the water cold. they provide habjtat
for all petential threatened species. Tacoma should be required to buy

_ &dditional lands te help restore the watershed.

The HCP should keep flows tn the river as gatoral as possible, including
natural high flews which are importiant to fisk. A lot of weter must be int the
river 1o lessen the effects of pollution & help keep the waisr cool for salmon

The HCP must not allow addidional water storage at the Corps of Engineers'
dam. The juvenile salmon canpot find their way through the reservoir and
aeed less water storage, nol more. The two dams impact salmon by not

- permitting upstream passage at all. Tacoma shovld be required to buid fisk

ladders around them. Fish should not be trucked around them.

The HCP must reqguirs full restoration of the natural movement of gravel and
sediment downstream which is now impaired by the dams. Spawning habital
below and above the dams must be restored. Tacoma must also restore the
farge woody debris that occured paturally in the watershed.

The HCP must require that Conservation and Re-Use of water is the method
for restoring the river.

The HCP mus! mitigaie Recreational kosses from Tacoma's use of the River. .
Phoct conaihr_ et crmmoils b incduda by odsgbom,
tho HC? S, Qb e ﬂ”ﬁ”{ .
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Tim Homanski

US Fish and Wildlife Service
310 Desmond Tir. SE #102
Lacey, WA 98503

Dear Mr. Romanski:

RE: Tacoma's Habitat Conservaiion Plan (HCP) foe its Lacds & Cperations in
the Green River Weiersied & Eelated Environmental 1mpact Siatement {E15)

Please require Lhe uimost effoct by Tacoma o save wild chinook salmon
fins o 1he Green River. | wani vou 1o ensure that Tacomas HOP guaraniees
the restoration of these and oiber salmon and steelbead runs and other
species as well,

The HCP should end logping on Tacoma's lands to belp heat the watershed.
Forests belp lish by keeping fioe sedimenis out of the rivers. Irees help
provide slow, steady return flows to the river and sireams aftér ain and
spow. They shade the streams 10 teep the water cold, they provide hebital
for all potential thresieped species. Tacoma should be required to buy
addtional lands to halp restore the watershed.

The HCF should keep [lows i ibe river a5 natural as possible, incloding
nitural high flows which are impoctant 1o fish. A lot of waler pust be in the
river to lessen the effecis of poliuticn & help keep the water coal fof seimon

Th= HCP must not alicwr additional water storage at the Corps of Engineers’
dam. The juvenile salmon cannct find thelr way through the reservoir and
need less water storage, 0ot moce. The two dams impact salmon by aot
permitung vpsiream passage at all. Tacoma should beé régiicéd 1o Duld 130
ladders arcund them. Fish should not be frocked around theo.

The HCP wust requice full restoration of the aatural movement of gravel and
sediment downsirean which is now impagred by b= dams. Spawning habital
below and phove the dams must be resiored. Taooma must also restore the
large woody debris that cecured naturally in the watersbed.

The HCP must requice that Conservaiion aad Re-Use of wates is the aothod
for resioriog Lhe cover.




NGO - 3

U5 BEH & WILDLIFE S8R
WESTERN WA OFFICE

HAR 13 2000

LACEY, Wi,
AECEIVED

SOUTH KING
COUNTY CHAPTER
WASHINGTON COUNCIL TROUT UNLIMITED
18685 106™ Place, SE
Renton, WA 98055
March 8, 2000
Tim Romansia
Project Biclogist
Fich and Wildlife Service
510 Deamond Drive, SE
Suite 152
Lacey, Washington 98503-1263
Mike Grady
Project Biclagist
Mational Marine Fisheries Service
514 Desmond Drive, SE
Saite 103

Lecey, Washington 98503-1263
Reference: City of Tacoma's Habitat Conservation Plan for Green River Watershed

We have reviewed the refirenced Habitat Conservation Plan and the Services' Diraft
Environmental Impact Statement. Overall, with one exception, we are pleased with the
documenis and geoerally sapport the proposed action alternative (AHernative B).
Tacoma has done a good job of pulling together the very coroplex plaming that bas been
accomphished in the iiterest of fixther use of the Green River for water supply, and in
pursuit of saimaon and steclhead recovery.

meﬁwﬁMWHmm“dﬂmmm
that slement of your proposal calling for the transfer by trocks of large woody debeis
from behind Howard Hanson Dam to random release below the Tacema Headworks dam.
The transferred dsbris would then be trmapanted during high water evenis down the
middle Greep River, into the lower Green, and perhaps eventually reaching Elliot: Bay.
We view your proposal as an uncontrolied experiment, one that has evidently not
received z Jot of thought. Where sls¢ has something like this been tried? If anythmyg
comparable to the Green River large woody debels transier has been done and
documented throvgh scientific monioring, please provide v a copy of sach
documentation.

While we are sirong proponents of fish habiiat restaration, through the proper placement
of woody debris at strategic locations m a stream, we believe that each system needs to
be evahuated and plumed for this treatment on it ¢wn merit. Trymg to resiore the river
o "natural” condiions s commendable, We understand why fish biologists would
propose thi.

Tred Geotz, Corps of Engineers fish hiologist, was very cloquent in his arguments for the
transfer of woody debris si the February 29 meeting. However, we-don't believe that the
Cotps of Fogineers is ready to change the flood capired operation of Hanson Itam to
allow the extreme winter fSows below to reach the lavels obtained prior to that project.
down: through the systern and adjusting the log jambs that now ocour i segments of the
Jower miiddle Green. Trying to get the same placement depsity of lange woody debris as
may have occurred prier (o the dam dos Got make omch sense when the flow regmme: bas
beer changed 50 nrach, Mr, Goetz cited the Nisqually River a5 a model for large woody
delwis distribamion. Strange that the Nisqually cham and steefhend nms bave: erashed
whereas the (ireen River enjoys healthy rans of hoth species and wild Chinook.

The documents are madequate i their discnssion of the woady debeis proposal and
specifically the adverse and even deadly possible impacts om beavy recresiional use of
the middie river by whitewster rafiers, kyakers, iorer tubers, drift boat fisherman and
others. 'With the regulation by Hansen dam the pablic has come to enjoy throughowt the
year the fiver in 4 wide-range of activities. Public use grows annpally. Even under
present cond#tons, the river can be hazandous. Lives have been lost and boats have been
qunk. The Jower middle section, below Whitney Bridge, already has a great deal of
woody debris; enough to challenge boaters under certain conditions of water How.

Yoo should be aware of the very heavy use of the lower portion of the Green River by
tribal and noo-ribal drift boat fishers, throughout most of the year. Within the Last several
years there have bosn at teast four drift boat sinkings due to encounters with lrge woody
debris, Every March our chapter joins the Mucklkeshoot Indian Tribe, Washington
Department of Fish and Wildtifs, and the Green River Trout Club in a wild steelbead
brood siock capture prograen that relies ok the nse of drift boats in the middle Green
River. We have enough difficulkties navigating the plentifil large woody debriz already in
plce. More large woody debris could block use of the lower Middie River ad adversely
impact the Jong-term wild steelhead recoviry program for the upper watershed above
Hamsot: Dam, A major &xge woody debris blockage pow exisis in the Green River below
Highway 18 that prechudes safe passage by boaters to the Avbuorn and Kent.

We ask that Tacona, and youw agencies reassess the kurge woody debris tramsfer proposal
snd kook at Jocations that kend themselves to secursd placement where the wood can
provide valuable fish benefics. The release of targe: quantities of wheontrolled large
woody debris is ipcongroent with the river as it exists tday and with the inbensrve public
use of the stream. Your propozal could result In the river being placed off imits to puble

T,

Before firther action is taken on woody debris placement we ask tiat a stakeholder group
b established by Tacoom to discuss the woody debris transfer concept and work ot
acceptable ahermatives. The proposal set forth in your report is not acceptable and, 1f
implemented, could resnh T lawsuaits if myone is injored or killed. We don't believe the
City of Tacoma or the congressional delegation wants to be part of sometiimg like that or

'We womld be pleased 1o have & representative ont a woody debris stakeholder committee
as deacribed abave, Ican be reached at {4235) 277-3942

Thank yon for this opporturuty 1o comment on your docGents.

ﬁ‘&;ﬂ’i&# VA

Jozeph Madrano
President

Cf. Bepresentative Adzm Stinth
Represextative Jentifer Dunn
Senator Skde Gorton
Senator Pary Muoray
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NGO - 4

Rainier Audubon Society * PO Box 778 * Auburn, WA 98071
http:/ [rainier.wa.audubon.org

March 29, 2000

Tim Romanski

1J.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
Hakitat Conservation Plan Program
510 Desmond Drve, S.E., Suite 102
Lacey, Washington 98503

Dear Mr. Romansk::

The Rainier Auvdubon Society appreciates the opportunity to comment on the city of Tacoma's pro-
posed Habitat Conservation Plan for its 15,000 acres within the Green River watershed in south King

County.

Our general concern with HCP's is that their 50-year duration, with no reopener clauses, increases
extinction risk for threatened and endangered species. Our specific concerns with the proposed HCP
centers on proposed commercial logging, and on forest management deficiencies that would result in
inadequate species protection.

Tt is our conclusion that the HCP does not meet the Endangered Species Act's Section 10 requare-
ments, or the standards implementing the "no surprises” policy. We ask the 1.5, Fizh and Wildlife
Service and National Marine Fisheries Service to withhold incidental take permits until the deficien-
cies can be corrected and compliance with the Endangered Species Act achieved. The following defi-
ciencies are noted:

1. The plan fails 10 mitigate take to the maximum extent practicable.

2. The plan does not quantify biological goals and objectives

3. The plan does not comply with the requirement that management actions must not appreciably di-
minizh chanoces of recovery,

Deficlency One

We are not convinced that plans for commercial logging mitigate take to the mmdmum extent practi-
cable. We are especially concerned with the logging proposal because of the habitat that will be lost
to the Additional Water Storage Project.

Choosing the no-logging aliernative would have environmental benefits for the Green River water-
shed that would be superior W those of the proposed altemmative. As the drafi environmental impact
mmMHMMImmmﬂmwatmmﬂmnﬂmmﬂmwdhﬂm
campared to the proposed alternative, due to the absence of soil disturbance and new road construc-
tion related to timber harvest. Also, there would be increased spawning and rearing habitat benefits
for anadromous fish,

There are better alternatives (o commercial logging. We urge the city to work with Rep. Dicks and
other members of the Washington congressional delégation to seek support from the Land and Water

ation Fund for the land purchases commercial logging would find. Another alternative is 1o
finance land purchases from water rates. Commercial logging would raise an estimated $600,000 por
year, which translates into $7 per customer each year. For less than 60 cents per customer each
manth, the city could raise the necessary funds for land purchases and forego commercial logging.
The city hias not presented convincing evidence that increasing water bills by this nominel amount
would be "impracticable.”

The city of Seartle has agreed to manage the Cedar River watershed without commercial logging. We
belicve the city of Tacoma should provide the same level of protection for the Green.

Deficiency Two

The lack of measurable objectives is also tronbling. Narrative objectives would mvite endless dis-
putes about their meaning, snd moreover, do not provide meaningful benchmarks to determine
whether habitat conditions sufficient 1o ensure species recovery are being achieved.

Deficlency Three
The plan'states that in the Natural Zone, danger trees that are felled "may” be lett on the ground, It
dnmllﬂnu}uvtﬂmubepnfnmnd “to improve habitat for one or maore fish or wildlife species.”

The language in both instances is unacceptably vague.

For the MNatural Zone to truly achieve its objective of succession to late seral stages, it js vital that
dead and downed wood be left to enrich the soil, pmvﬂnmmuudmluﬂﬂum

mmdhﬂmmwmﬁﬁmwmmmdmdwmltamm out the
criterin under which "danger” trees would be harvested, and in which harvest would be permitied "to
improve habitat for one or more fish or wildlife species”

Furthermore, the plan would not provide enough down wood for pileated woodpockers, protestion of
old-growth l‘nna,shﬂuht for Pacific fishers and northern goshawks, or year-round protection of oc-
cupied marbled murrelet habitat, It should be noted that Simpson Timber Co.’s HCP retains all occu-

pied murrelet habitat. The city of Tacoma should do no Jess.

As aresult of these deficiencies, we do not believe that the HCP meets Ihtmnmmmm purpose of
ﬂau&dmwﬂﬁymuﬁﬂmmmvnﬂummﬂmﬁmdmmd species and the ecosystems upon
which they depend. Accordingly, we request the FWS 'and NMFS 1o withhold incidental take pénmnits
until the deficiencies ere corrected end the plan can achieve compliance with the Endangered Specles
At

Other points we wish to raiss:

Water Efficiency: The city of Tacoma has taken notewarthy stéps to improve water efficiency. How-
ever, we believe that more aggressive efficiency and reuse measures must be taken by the m:rudllr-
wholesale water customers in ordér to reduce water divérsions and lhm:mpdmu'mldhih. The city
and its wholesale edstomeérs should provide incentives to encourage implementation of *beyond
mde'wuu'afﬂuml:ynmnrﬂ A nuubhnmplunfﬂuku:d of "outside-the-box" measures
nmdaduﬂfammdwam mmmmhﬂﬂmg smmmmmmmm
captures rooftop rainwater for toilet flushing, saving 1. ljﬂﬂmplim:nfﬁuhmpn‘yw

We also urge the ity and its wholesele customers to step up public education encoursging residents
to landscape with native plants that do well in local growing conditions, practice "grasscycling,” and
forego lmen watering during the summer.

Growth: We are concerned that the proposed increase in water diversions and the Additional Water
Storage Project will have growth inducing impacts that will further encourage sprawl in south King
County, which in tarn will lead to additional proposals for water resource development that will
cause harmful impacts on fish and wildlife. This issne requires additional analysis.

Thank vou for your attention to our concermns,

Sincerely,

Jim DiPeso, Forests Chair
Rainier Audubon Society
PO Box 778

Aubum, WA 98071
hittp//rainier. wa sudubon.org
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NGO-5

Audubon Soc1ety

Washington

P:0. Box 462 » Olympis, WA 98507
(360) 726-8024 » FAX (1600 786-5054

1.5, FI5H & WILDUTE SERVICE -

\WESTERM WA OFFCE
March 28, 2000 MAR 30 2000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service L REGENED-
Halvitat Conservation Mlan Program

jti}}:lmmé Drive, S.E.. &mm

The Washington Stzte Offics of the Nitional Audubon Socety has zeviewed
{HCP) for Tacoma Water's (Ciry of Tacoma Poblic Uilides Water Divizion)
proposed Incidental Take Pemait {TTE), fof iis facest and water management
autivities in the Green River Watzrshed in Southern King Commty, Washingtoe.
Based upon our analysis, we heve oonchded that the proposed BCP £iils to
xizoet scame of the requirements of the Epdangened Species Act (ESA), and its
implementing regulations aod policies. *Consequently, we wnge that the -
S-mmwrﬂlhﬂlﬂmmnmePﬂﬂmmmofﬂrplmmbe
madified to tring it into complisnce with the ESA. -

Onr comments primerily address take and the impacts of take in the terrestrial

. ._hmwniﬂhq:pwﬁumd;q“ﬁ

According o section lD(a)(Z)(B} ofﬂ:eEmhnguadSpmmmm
HCPs muist meet six requirsmeniz before an
intidental take permit can be fmmad. bt is impesative that the U.3. Fishand
Wildfifes Sexvice and the Nitionil Marine Fisheries Service (the Services)

- rigorously apply fhese ¢ crltenamﬂm&:revatmhm nfﬂr:pmposedplm These -

FTirerents are:
1. aﬂiahngsmﬂb:mmdmml,

2. mmmbemmmd mdmm@ted“m he poaninum extent

[racticable,™
3. ﬂ:erenmstbehu&adamﬁndmg,mdpmmmwaddm
“lmﬁmmmﬁumstmes, L



4, ﬂmﬁhngmﬂ“mtappmcmhlymdm&ﬂuhkehhm&uﬁhesmna]mdrmuynf

- the species in the wild,”

5. MWMWMMMMWMWMHM
mplemended, and

6. Mﬁﬂr:gulmrsnmsthemmﬂmﬂrHﬂPmmdmﬂbemlplmﬂ

Furthermere, H:e:new“]’ive—PnnﬂPuhc}r”fmmphmmngthﬂ sp-calfed “No Smperism“
| must have mummgmmummmmm yeevant to the desined
biological oubeomes,

Based upcm cur analysis, # is our conchusion fhat the proposed HCP fails to meet several of
these requirements. First, the plan fajis to minimize and mitigate the impacts of take tothe
maimen extent prcticable, as required by law. Second, the plan proposes biological goals
andl objectives that are not expressed in quantifiable famis, 48 required b the Secretary’s
Five Paint Policy.  Third, by implementing messures that wil not achieve the stated goals,
mmmmmm&mmwmmmwy
mdlmaﬂm}ikdﬂmudufsmwvalandmmy

The Tacona Water HICP does not provide convincing evidence that Ahemofive B mitigates
take to the maxinnem extent practicsble, or that AMerpative C—noe coommercaal timber
harvest—is not practicable. Unliks a imber company, whose sole source of revenne is the
sale of forest products, Tacoma Water hns alernate sources of revenuwe. The patential kesses
incurred by a cessation of commercial timber karvest could be compensated by m mcvease:
. in the price of water. Because Tacoma Water is 2 publicly fanded monopaly, and does not
mwmmaﬂmmmﬂmmmnmmmﬁuh@u

nitigetion stmdand,

TthCPandrhmppmnglSﬁﬂmulawhvdymdm&qmﬂmﬂywa}mmhy
the applicint tut stronger mitigation measures are “impracticabls” or "infeasibe.” Swch
assetions are not supparted in the text by reliable and spevific documentation: of
inpracticability or lack of fisasibility. Instead. the public-is adced to accept at face vahwe the
contenition that increased prices for water are not possible. In short, the pablic iz asked to
accept severe risks to the vizbility of permitted speries, based upon the mere conjectire that
mmmmlhngtopayhlghﬂmm _

Tacomz Water"s mumﬂlﬂpmhﬂ:mnnfummuﬂhmbHMIsmmabh
eveti less conviincing in Tight of the recent Cedar River Watershed HCP developed by the
city of Seaitte. Expedience in that case danonstrated that most water puichasers did pot
nhmmmhgmﬂmmmﬁrmhmdmafﬁshmduﬂdh&
populations. Uniess Tacoma Water can provide evidence that mberyer resistance io
incrensed prices leaves a0 aliemnative bt to contirme commercial timber harvest, Alernative
B must not be considered the maximum smouvnt of mifigton practicable.



2. Frilre to stale rocgsurahle biological ohjectives:

Thrsughout the HCP, wikilife and habitst objectives are stated in vagne, subjective,
quahﬂ:wtennsﬂmdumtmmmibeapﬂmmmyspmﬂcm (jectives such
- as “gppwopriately mapage lnd=" “protect habitat, * or “rpinimizs the offects of timber -
W@mm&mmmmmﬂmmmﬂmwﬂlm ¢
adequately mitigaied. Such texms invite funre disputes aver the exact meaning of '
“sprrapriste” or “mintmize,” and do 0ot ailow an adeptive mEnagement profAm 1 455655
whether an objective has been achiewed. Thas o cenainty is provided for biologieal
resources. Becatse the BCP lacks measurable sbjectives regarding many fish or wildlife
mwhhumm]mhﬂﬂnmmﬂnmgmdmhphmmmmﬂmmpmmﬁmmt
mnmbmamﬂ:emtfnfhmdspmﬁ. .'

ﬂmmmhmﬂmdmmﬁuf&mﬂmmdmmnmﬂmﬂymmnf
management prescriptions. For exatiiple, the objecrive for smags, grecn: recruinnent trees -
and logs shonld state the desired number or vohune of cach of thess components desired an
the landscape, Management prescriptions should be applied to achieve these abjectives.
MMWWWM mmedumgmumturmg,mdaﬁ%tf

Ay Memagement of the “Natural Zooe™

The HCP states that the kaig-term goal for the “Naturat Zone™ is to slkow forest stands to -
dewstop into Lake seral condition through natural forest snccession (p. 5-78). Vet the
mwmhmﬂmm&m&“ﬂmwm
the stands. The rationale section on page -78 contains additona) qualifiers on the
mﬁmmﬂmmmmmmmmm

“to improve babitar for one or more fish or wildlifes species.” Tt:mdgmlﬁuﬂmmﬁml
mwﬂnﬁﬁkﬂyhmﬁeveﬂfumbuumﬂﬂ'ﬂmﬂmm

hmmlaﬂrﬁnmﬂwHE?lwwﬁemﬂmﬂmwiﬂ:h?w - HCM3-01 B priscribes
“nemoval™ of danger trees. - Elsewhere in the text, however, it is stated that if danger trees are
felled, they may be left in place on fhe ground (p. 5-82, HCM 3-01F, first tullet point). The
mmmmf&mpmmmmwmﬁmﬂmz@m
develop imbo late-scral forest conditions. _

Mmmmmhmmmmmﬂﬁﬂmw
dowm wood are essentiil componcats of bate seral frest condition. “Natural forest
succession™ inclodes more than the mere growth of trees. It also includes the death and
mmﬁmmmmmdmmmmwmﬂmmm
compased of down Jogs in various states of decny, as well s standing soags. Any proposal
mmmmﬁl&mﬂmmmﬂem&egmlﬂﬂwdwmg%mﬂ
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' mmﬂmnghnatmlfmtstm“ TuachiweﬂﬁsguaLdmdﬂrW E

tress muat be retained in the stand. If it iz necessary to redude hazsrds from “danger trees,”
these trees should be felled in a safe kcation and be retained om e forest flocr. Thes sheuld

bemcplwﬂ}rpmmmhedeCHS-ﬂlB

mmhmmmﬁﬂmmm“mi?&m-bmm}m

hmngmtheﬁanm]ZummmHﬂdMlemﬁxmﬁa Consequentty, the public
receives 1o assurances thar forests in the Nahrst Zone will achieve the desired condition.
The: FCP must be revised to disclose 9 the public the precise circirmsiznces wnder which
timber harvest “w impsyve habitat for ope or more fish o wildlife species™ will ocour.
thmmmmasmnmhﬂwadﬁmmmmm

' Mﬁfhﬂmﬂfﬂdﬁﬂm

B) wmmmmmw logm:

Whhﬂmmmmmmmmﬁmﬂmwmmﬂ
msnﬂiummjmfypmmtmvmﬂgﬂﬁxspmwhchmthgtmmﬂhhgh
valumes of down wood. _

The prescripton to leave four logs 127 ini dismeter amd 20 feet long per acce wilt not even
come close & providing the volurnes of dowm wood observed in stadies of pileated

" woodpecker habitat. ‘In one such recent study in fhe Bhwe Mountains, Torgerson and Bull

{1995) observed average down wood vohumes of abouk 114 cubic meters per bectzme, The
ity the Tacoma HCF will yield approccimately 9.4 cubic meters per hectare, or

" abouet £.5% of the fevels sugpested by the best available science. Managing down to dis

level piaces the pileated woodpecker at considerable risk. An incidental tske penmit should
not be izsued for pilested woodpecker undess down wood volurnes can be ingintained at-
hﬁsmdﬂymmmmhmﬂhﬁm

C) Pacific Fishor:

'ﬂnmmﬂ:ﬂmm&;mﬂj Wﬁﬁs&mm“&w
Iaasofhahmttuluggmgnfnldmmhmmfemmﬁxﬁ dt the HCP proposss to '

- elearomt 3858 acres of matume forest over the life of the plan. To mitigate this take of

aronmnd known demming sites. This midgstion is inadequate for three reasons. First, the
fisher 18 s rare and secretive shat Tt is unlikely that an active den site would ver be detected
on Tacoma Water's kmds before barvest operations commenced (there-appears to be no
mmmmwymmhﬁxﬁﬂuprmchefm:hm} Second, the prescniption
proposes only seavimid protection of denning sites: Afler demning season the applicamnt
waould be free to destroy the-dexming iabitat. Thind, fisber populations are linvited by more
than merely the tack of denning Stes. The loss of Torests with bigh peey densities—ie.
mmwwmmmwm@mmmmmm
mdmtmngcﬂum—ma]suahmhngfmﬂm{[msmdﬂhmml?ﬂ&] The prescnpton
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1o mitigate impects on fishers does pothinyg to address this factor, Cansequenty, the

mhﬂﬁspmmmuﬂmwmﬁﬁummamkmmhmw .

-mﬁ&mmwmmmhﬂhﬂﬁrﬁm

0) Nnrﬂ:ga:nﬁushmvk,

moch cuaphasis is placed on merely providing scasonal prosertion for pests. Unless

prescziptions are adjusted o protect the maxinaon anouint of existing foraging babitat,
.pe&m:tmmgcmﬂmtbeexmhdmﬂmﬂmnﬁmhmﬂ; We recomunend that permit

mvmgebeﬂmmmmﬂhkhhﬂﬂmmhumﬁepﬁmmi

-

'E) Pilleied Woodpecker:

mwmmh@wmmﬁmmmmdpﬂmﬁ
woodpecker use is eptirely madequate. See the commerts o observed down wood lwelsm
pﬂﬂlﬂﬂﬂﬂuﬂpﬂkﬁhﬁfﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁS B}m .

F}Fmsm

Thﬁﬁmﬂmmmadg“mmpehrmh“lmmmm“uﬂfmsmﬂme-'
is.entirely inadequate. Vano:™s swift roost and nest trees are extremely rare, and every effort
should be made to preserve them. Because of fheir rarity, maintaining safety huifers around -

ﬂmhmma;ﬂmﬂemufmﬂ@nm Hdmh]nﬁmpnmunhanﬁdtn

- specify that all Vawnds swift nest and mmw:ﬂbepmaﬂ, this species should not

receive [TP coverage.

G]MarbladetltL

mmmmmmmmmﬂmmm
is eptirely madeqete. TTP coverage shoukd not be gramted for this species vnless all
occupied habitat is protectad year-round Smmrsm@m:umelatmmmbe
mmnmmmmmww Tur.:launﬂ:ﬂ!

MHpmmmﬂam]mm:ﬂEmwpmdmmddhahm(mdmmwpmdmf
mmmmmmmmmmmmmm S
madxah!efanammaww '

mmﬁmwmmEmmmmmm '
mmmmmmmmw This conservatiom objective st -
hﬂnpmmmmqpﬁedhtﬂﬂmmmmmmufﬂthT Our
.analysis concindes that the Tacokf Water HCP fils this test The propased excessive take
ﬂmmmhmﬂfmmmﬂmm
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MmMMWHEMumefmwﬂMm If
implenmdmmmﬂ}rm the HCP will create an excessive bevel of risk to pablic
resources, and will poc guarastee ammﬁepﬂhﬂuﬂ:tyﬂfmuﬁngﬂmmm
objectives of the ESA. .

Thezefore, mnmmmsmmmmmmgmmmmm _
Permit be withheld on the gromds that 1) the HCP does not guamptee that impacts of the
permitted acts will be minimized and mifigated to fhe meadim extent practicable, 2)
tha# the HCP mmmthMaﬂi}MhHCPﬁﬂs

: 'MWM&MWMMMWMWM&
* survival and recovery of listed species in the wild. The Mational Audubon Society wges

the Sexvices to withhold mmamePMHnmothmem:T

mmiﬂmmnmomﬂmmﬁﬂx&dmswm

Timoty P. Collisam I
"Dﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂfﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂdﬂﬂdﬂuﬂuﬂm -

ﬂTEEA'IURE EITED

Lcwm,lilandﬂw Stinson. 1958, Wmhngkmsmsumﬂepmﬁxﬂmm
Wnsh.DepLthdei]dL,ﬂhmpw. o pp. - _ .

Tntgﬁ:sm,TF_deLEﬂL 1995 Dmm[uﬁmtmhlﬂﬁfmmdwcﬂn:gmﬁ the -

mmaypeyufpﬂmdwmdpmkmmmunﬁw Hnrﬂ:wmtSm. 69:294-
31}3

i
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To: Jon Hale
Foed Tacoms Wk HCP
Data: ~ DEHG1/2000 Z2-59:34 PM
To: .lun" Hale
Subgertt Pund-Tacoma Water proposed HCP

Fesrwanced

wiChangas
Aurthor: Danvkd Adems <skookuamignmding corne ot FWS 0a81.22000
12-5d-0ud P

To: th 0oy at FWS
Suh}:gETm propcanos] HCE

Forward Header

Subject - - Tacoma Wabter proponed HOF
Boatibor . Dmwrid pdame <aloodumdmos]ink . coms
Date: 0331/ 2000 22:54 PH

Eaych 31, 2000

Tim Fooanski

T.a.

Fiah and Wildlife Service

Hahitat Consarvaticon Plan Program
510 Deamrmd Drive, 2.F., Swite 102
Lacay, Wasbhineton S8503

Habitar
Consrrvabict Plan

Teny My, Domanok] -

Tabomsa hodubon Society regpongse o Taocoma Water's propaswd

Tha Taboma Thapter of the Haticoal Ahudubon Socliety has reviewed
the Draft
Envizenmntal Ingpact Starement and the Habikatr Comseration
Plan {HCP) for
Tacoma Water'sE [(City of ¥acoma Public Ttilitcies Waters Divialion)
proposed .

Incidemntal Take Parmit (ITF),. for its forest and woker

activities

nenacgomert
in the dgrespn River Wakbershed in Scutheryn Elng Comunty,
Hashirmgtcm. Eaasd

cur analyveis,

fails to maat
gcme of the requiremesnts of the Bodangered Spaecias Lot (BEA)
and ic'g
implemenking recmlaclons and policies. Congeqmently,. wWe wBroge
that thm
serviceg withhold igguance of an YT until the provisionsn of
the plan can be

modified to bringr ik inte congpliance wikth the BEEL.

we hawve consluded rthar che propoasd HOP

Jur comments primerily address take and the fmpacta of take 1n
the aguatic
babkitara of the upper watrerghesd.



Acnnrﬂing to secticon 10(a) (2] (B) of the Endanmered Bpecies Aot

l;lccinted Federal regulaticos, BCPS wmst meet slx requirements

before an

jncidental take permit can be isgued,., It 1s imperative thar
the U.2. Fish ]

?:nd Wildlife Service amd the National Marine Flrheriosn Servicos
£ lnk

Servicen) rigoromsly apply thesas sriceria inm their evalzatcicmn
of the .

proposed plan. Thess regquirentnts axe:

1. Aall rtakinge mrer be incidentsl,

2. ivpacts st e minimized and mitiglted mto the maccimum
extent

practicable, =

3. theara oust be both adeguats fondimg, amd provisiocns to
adress

unforsgssn c::.‘r:::ml:au::-us,
. the takirg mietr "nat appreciably reduce the 1ikelihood of
thre survival
and recovery of the species in the wild, *
5. The appdilcant meat cnsare that addiclonsl measaeroes
regquirtred by fedexal

Ators will be implieamentad, amd
H. federal ragulators must be certain ther the HOFP cAn arsd
wil}k be
implemented .

The proposal to re-introduce an BSA listed spacins [(Chinook
Zzlmon, in thia

lngtance}) o & oxleical lifes ltagt habitat that bas besn
gignificantly

imaired. Extenaive logging in the upper Green BElwer wetrershe'd
has altered

original stock spawnindyg gravawls in both compoaition and
availabalicy.

Tributary stream Eemperaturss i ok Ipstancss axcssd
Waphimaobton Stats

vater quality atamndarde. &=z well as poaleg potentinal sub-
lerhal affactrx on

Jvvreniles, higher strsam Leogperaturas induce sarlier essrgence
timing amd

the sukgeguent problems of avrailable forags awd wopoaure to
pradation.

Has the queation of genetle alteration of this stock been fully
e smed?

Hill possible changes in tha exiarimng run take place by
Temoving cthe fish

From currspnt ypawning areas aml then jotrotucing them into
impaired or

limjited spawipog and reacimswy bhabitakr

Tacoma water's policy of carting tiwber to improve wacer
qualicy 1

voexceptablea. The Iarvicas review of the proposed ECP in
pradicated cpon

the health of the apecies listed. uutil such Eime & ivopadrced
condicicne

are remsdied sither cwrer time with o ].nggi::lg, or bthyrough
active regtoratrlon .
aefforty and ne logging om ::unt.r.—_r.l:lut.:l_ng ﬂ.l:reams, nc Inclidenkal
Take Pazmit

ebonld be issued.



Sincarely,

Iavid kdams
Taboma Audubopn Society
4708 Marineview Dr.

Tacoma, WA.  PR42Z
BE-wail piccokuoeinw] ink. com
rh. {2531 62ZT-BEED
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CENTER FOR EmROMMENTAL
LAW & POLICY

1105 EASTLAKE AVEMUE EAST, SUME S50
. SEATTLE Wik OH109
205.-’223—3‘454 FAX ZeE S 85 S0

WGP, ORG
March 31, 2000

- LS. FI3H & wn
Tim Romanski ' \'IESTEHHL'-E'JE EEF?EE.E W
US. Fish and Wildlifs Service _ v .
‘510Desmond Dr. SE, Suite 102 APR 05 2000
lw,wm 9?5&3—1263 B . _ ﬁ-ﬁ}r‘,‘,?;
Marizunal Marine Fisheriss Service
510 Diesmond D, SE, Suite 103
Lacey, Washington $8503-1263

Be  Comments on the Green River HOP, DEL, wid Implementation Agreement

To Whom It May Concern: o |

The Cenver for Environmenral Law & Policy danks borh Tacoma Friblic Thilities (Tacoma or
THLY) and the Services for the eppornmiry te commens on the draft HCP (FHCF), drafr EIS
(DEIS), and Ienplemenration Agreement relating to Taconu's operarions on the Green River.

The Center for Environmental Law & Policy (CELP) is a nonprofr, membershi organizsion
dedicated 1o clean, flowing waters for Washington, CELP & inegrally concerned with
conserving and restorimg the state’s precious water resources, and protecting the nrique

CELP is specifically concerned with protecting instream flows for the manry rivers and sireams
in the state. Any atternpt a modeling a flow regime for a river entails an incredible amoune of
uncertainty. Proteding the natural finctions of 2 siver to the greatest exvent possible is the
mmmvmﬂmmqumﬂmmmbdmmm&wﬁhmbgml

Green River, nstead of minimizing and mitigating the level of current incerference. The -
Smﬂ&ppbrﬁqﬂuhﬂﬁﬁnthnrmmehm;ﬁdna,andplma
hlghﬂrbuﬁﬂmmmmmummﬂ:s,ﬂ:esehgherﬂmwmmﬁnmspmgmnﬂﬁm
amdrdeuedmmﬂktbeeﬂemdmnemwﬂhdmwdsmdxmmmm This crestes an
upon an aready-roubled nver system.

Boarn oF DeecTons: JosH AR, BEMELLL CAMMT, BErsy Db, HARY FRAe  SREGORY A Heteos,
Marcy FatsT, T STEARNS, RIGER VAN GELDER. (CHARLES F_ W KINSGH, FRANCLE WSDn



. Conrer for Favirommental - L . : March 31, 2000
Law and Policy _ - Fage 2

' mmthmWwﬁeeﬁmﬁmmeﬂ
placing any more reliznce on the Grezn for regional supply, md vo more dosely approimane a
uarurs] fow regime, ‘The Services are contemplating providing Tacoma with a 50-plus year

licanse vo kill fish. Before gaining such a license, Tacoma should be required to minimize their
current burdens oo the Grezn, rather than increase reltance on the river to fulfill indefore

r@ddmdmhmed:demmmﬂmmwﬂmgmmd :
implementing agpresave comservation seatepies, secking water right camsfers 1o meet funure
demand, amd exploring rewse opreions, Tacona mﬂ.gt’mﬁﬁ'r-ﬂdﬂ.ﬂe the burden placed upon the

'MMWM%MMMTM&WM
under this HCP, as well 2s with the Services” DEIS and Iaplementarion Apreemen.

FLOWS
Summary of Flow Regime in HCP

Under Tacoma's propossed flomes ser by Ezology under the Ingream Rescurree Protection
Program (IRPP} will be fo from November vo July, and are spplicable to Tacomma’s First
and Second Diversion Water Rights. Under the Muddishoot Agresment, Tatomma will
miaintain higher mintomum fiows for summer and early fall Thﬁmdlldﬁmmndrm:ﬁms
on the Second Diverson Water Right through: the setting of seasonal mimimum fows. These
base flows foaus on “promoting a healdy mstream scosystem™. See HCP at pg. 5-19.

' Th}EPdethm‘[mhnuzﬂmofwﬂmwﬂprmdtaMufmm
bat il not proveide the foll eoge varratalicy needed ve srisfy ecosystam
mﬂ Flow variations, to the exvene allowsd witkin the cperaion of HFID, mprw:dad
by ather habitat conservaton measures.” See FECP ot pg. 5-17. Wik an accelerated refill rae
for water stored behind Howard Hanson Dam (HELY), T will areate a blodi of noo-
dedicared water thar can be used for (1) augmenting HHD releases during shoreserm low flow
periads in spring (2) aogroenting HHD releases during lare May and Jone vo procece smeelhend
- menbation (3} suspending HHD storage during scoros 1o allow frashers 1o pass; oc (4)
- providing m&ﬂmmmﬂhmm’mmmg%hfﬂupg.ﬁ-ﬁ

- Uncertainties in Hade-’mgmdfnﬁdeqmq.uf Base Flows

Mmﬂmmﬁﬂmﬂaﬁm@]wmmhnﬁm}ﬁm
mnﬂﬂmwﬁmﬂ—:ﬂmﬂmhﬁm Yet even these managemens
mhsdmamhdmﬂﬁmdu:gofwhxmmmwﬂlbmbme&ﬂﬁm
River systern and safmon. Many uncertanties and asamnptions exist in Tacoma'’s overall plan
for implementing this HICP, and many of the measures in the HCF will need to rely on further
snudies and analysis 10.be complets and/or effecrive. For egample, Tacona states chat
“furcher stucies are nesded 1o more fully determine che overall effects of different refill rapes™
at HETD. See HCP ot pg;. 5-400. Also, many agsumpricas are drawn abour babirar needs - '

BOARD OF DIECTORS: [OHM ARUM, BENELL A CAMINT, BETSY DEMNIS, GREGORT A HICKS,
NANCY RUST, TIS STEARNS, ROGER VAN GELDER, CHARLES F. WILKINSON, FRANCIS Wooe
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“[m}mnughghgbawﬂowsummadmbeﬂgﬁtmm.Fﬁsm&vﬂhywngm '
'rnnfmlgmnmﬂmmghthtﬂl-ﬂ}rﬁﬂmrlndhwmmﬂ‘ SHH{Tﬂ:pg.E-
4], .

“Wbﬂed:erhwsymmybcmahaadmp&fecdyappmmmmm&wmd
variarion that exisced prior 1o diversion alterations, the HCP should more filly
Bﬂhﬁﬂﬂﬂwsmweﬂmﬂmmnuptufﬁﬁﬂﬁ'bﬂﬂﬂﬂmgmﬂlhmbmhgﬂy
caiticized 45 inaclequate to protect the full range of neads of wy river syscer. See D.T.
" Castlsberry eral, lﬁmmmdm%m&,ﬂf'mzﬂﬂm} Dilap Marher
Tetal A Gﬂgﬂfw.ﬁ:ﬂm}ﬁxﬂﬁmﬂh] Fish. Acpa. 5ci. 825 (1985); -
Holly A Cocecli, Efazs of Springtine Flow Alsention on Side Chozsd Halttat s the Gran Rimr,
UmmmyufWaﬁm@mhhﬂaufSumceThmsﬂm By setting minizram flows,
"Tacoma and cther wirer mansgers are only conoentrating cn the instream needs of the fish - -
the “critical fish requiremsents”. They do not take into acoours the effect stream flows have
_on the river ecosystem 45 a whole. meappmadlmdmiesmnndﬂmmnﬂmnl
and vertical habirat as weell a5 ingrream habitsr - bageral the riparian areas and floodplain
enm:ing:wz_r&nmﬂxnm vﬂumlmduchngdnm and habitar below the siver’s -
to Holly Coocch, *... the mminwm Bow requirements established under
d:ueI.R.P.I’ mdd::Hud:l:d:mTamnnmdmmapm Sall v et seandands
. smggested in the recent Etersture for mmltiple flowes to protace aquaris resourses™  See Coondi,
at 10, “A more ecosystem-based streamilowr martagement fraonework requires inregration of
ﬂuwregtmtommmfmpwpsnfhmcmdahmcmm

1 Chmbankﬂm'srhazunmhenpmmdﬁmdphmm
Floodfiows that form floodplan and

3) h{hmdﬂumﬂ:nmmieﬁ:mofthtummmmd

4) In-chammel flows that meet aritical fish requirmments.* K. a 24,

- Miniomum fiows provide 2 worse case progective mechanism, and should noe be used as a stop -
ﬂwsmtbﬂﬁd]mprmaiﬂamlwd,mmmd:dmmhwﬂmnmmﬂybe
prmmgdmtTmsurgetﬂm

demaddrﬂsﬂxpnfaﬂsafmhmgmb:mﬂawsbymmmmngmamofﬂaw .
managemen research measares to betrer understznd the complex relationships of the Green
mmm%mmm:ﬂmm&eH@n
b 67 These managemene meagsres are imended o “provids NMFS and USFWS and other
mnubmnhh-:ﬁmmﬂ.tmﬂﬂw Cnamumwmhthgkmwsnd '
to berzer mage flows and fes i che Green River™, and ae mended vo aid
mTammasadapmvemmupmm:.H. :
Whhwmmmmimeﬁnrmmgmmdmimdoqmqof&ﬂmmmt&HﬂPﬂm

research cornmitment lacks amy real teeth. Tiacomsa will never be ragquired 1o
hahmmnservmmmmmmplmmmﬂmlesmnﬂmneﬂﬁmtbmmd&. Thel-l'.:'.P

Bnmwﬂmﬁﬂm JoHH mummm.mnmm.mam
NaRCY RUET. TIM STEARNS, ROGER VAN GELDER, CTHARLES . WILKINSON, FRANCE Wooo
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dﬁ:bmmnTmmmﬂﬁrmplmmufdxHﬂPbmadmdmmhmfm
ressarch, b if sl oy i Tacorna consents first: “amy modificatons 16 the eonservation

measares idesrified in the HCP shall net represent addiional commitmesrs of money, water,
' mudmrmrmwihmmﬂnﬂmﬂmumem Sa& HCP a1 pg. &-4.

mm.mmmmpm&m@m_&gmm
the managed fowr regime and the bifotic rescurces of the Green River increases, the oper#ion
of}ﬂ-ﬂjcmbereﬁnﬂdwﬂmndmru@enfhgalmdmmmhﬁpmnmbahnu
needs of various fish species, lifé stages, snd water supply.” See HCP at pg. 5-30. The HCP
needs 1 identify these instinnfonal and legal requiresnenrs, Under “No Surprises™ guaramtees,
Tacoma will not ke liable for chanping or akering habitat measures, and will not: have to aker
ﬁxud-upmﬂmﬁnrﬂ:emﬁﬂm Also, Tacoma is comtracting to provide a st amoun
wmfarrcgmw‘ﬁply a set. amount. that does not provide for future varition ad
reaflocation to fish as base flows are met. Due to these project constraints and
chapgs,

Conclusion re: Hms

WemmmuﬁTmmseﬁmmmmmmwnhtheMmﬂmhmTﬂ:emwﬂm '
mm&Mﬂmeﬁ“ﬁmmthﬁnﬂdwﬁm
system. We do oot agree, hosers, tedling regime down in 2 50-year

Where monizonng and analyss reveal the Bows to be inadequate to protect the bealsh of the
G:mhmmadmmwwnhnthemﬁnmofﬂmHITwﬂlmﬂwfm
vieeded changs.

‘ Adﬁpﬂwuaﬂnggmmﬁmfsmmﬂdd;uﬁﬁ“m .Smwisﬂ”w

Tacoma has signed an implementation agreement with the Services that states nokhing in the
HCE or EIS can cause a reduction io its water supply. The Services and Tacorna bave chosen -

adaptive managsment a5 2 way to respond to uncertaiky — yet this is not sufficient when it
conflicts with “No Surprises™ guarantees. The Services camot allow so nroch certamty 1o
TmmasnpummswhmmmﬂuWEmethadeqmdyprmtheGmm :
B;w,mﬁbahnmwwﬁ'mwthmmmgpmmdyﬁmmmmgmhnbm

While we realize these guaramees ﬁemmnfrhe%uﬂm’“ﬂnm'pdlq

m:ltha:wd:glmamm ntFrJa-:I-E:Pundm'theﬁemcm scrminy regardiess of
mmmmw provide more assurances char adaprive management will be

bwmadapmc Sulxsc:’ and Tacoma’s responsibifiny v
change its operations nmcfwdosofarhbmtpmm
Flnthﬂimqrﬂ,thﬂﬂmumshmﬁmﬂ:ﬂ'fms plan mandates enough mamapement

BoarD o DIRSCTORS: Joun a‘-m.ll-l BEMELLA CaMINM, BETSY DENMIS, GREGORY A HICKS,
MAKCY RUST. TIM STEARNS, ROGER VAN GELDER. CHARLES . WIEKINSON, FRANCIE WOOD
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ﬂenbﬂnymthmﬂtmdrnmdsnfﬁd:mnﬂbumad@md?madn;ﬂmmnw !
changes will actually moke 2 difference. Ome supgestion for acdeving grearer manapement
Hexibility is explord below. _
Gﬁmmﬂﬁumﬂumﬁmdmm ‘
Adbptive managerhent within the confines of “No Surprises” gnaranizes allwwsfurmnr
ronagenent changes within well-defmed project constraines. Aﬁmdmmtofwﬂ:er
dedicated to municpal storage provides an example of on¢ soch projea constraint.  Whils
storage of water behind HIHD 15 being touted 25 2 soumree of exrra water for flow enhancement
purposes as well as municipal supply, this stered waner oomes wirh certain costs. Such storage

only serves to shift water around m tme by using spring runoff vo mask the effects of
mcmasadwuhdrm]sunluwmmerﬂm

Awwofumm?mmdxmmuddmgmdumpﬁmﬂdiadupm
in this HCP, yet nothing in & prevides for meeting the needs' of fish should the planoed
memgres prove ineffedive. What if the flows ane found to be imadequate? What if it is
derermined that fish nesd more side channel conrecovity in cercain years to allow for
successhil mipratien? We'd like to saayppest thar Tacoma expind project constraints to mone
fully address these concerns. Ome supgeston imsolves making the blodk of storage dedicated
o municipal use a flemable raher than fized amount. This would allow greater exibilicy in
meeting the needs of fish, and ensare that fish will still be talem care of even if some of the
vartables rebied upon in this HOP pum ont tc be miscaloulated. The purpose of this HCP is 1o
ensure that Taconia’s actions de nor hinder successful recovery of listed species - this
nscessarily enrails a certin amounr of flexibility o the part of Taccma's
A&pmmmmgmﬂmmkﬂmmgmﬂxdmmmmmmchw
mmaghmmkcadﬂummwhmﬂ:emdmm

Ad:pmﬂmggemmi;mdtbe Second Supply Pnr_rﬁ.'t.‘l,grcemm

ﬂumomenmSmtlt, st Kenr, SeeSmndS@p}fPrm
{]an.ZOOUEI Sﬂultrncmtly aDEISpmpmrgﬂ:nttheSmu:leCiq,r .
a.ﬂ:mm;e See Proposed Second Supply Projea

s sigaature oa
mmammpmmmmnﬂmum 2000). The
Agresmert covers the nse of Tacoma’s Second Diversion water between the five cities, and
areates a Project Committee composad of one representative from each city (with Tacoma
and Seattde having more votimg shares than the other three aties). Z4. a 14, 15. TheProjea
Coomittee mmust approve any and all amendments and modifications to the “Project
Specificarions™. "B at 15. The “Project Specifications™ inchude the weaer from the Second
" Diversiots Warer Right, the Secend Supply Fipeline, mprovements st Tacomm'’s Headworks
dam, stc i at 11. The *Project Speafications™ also indude aff the ficheries and
environmental enhancements commirted 10 by Tacoma under dvs FICP, #d.

LhirthsﬂgmmTamwiﬂmh:wmkopumgmmolmmnpummﬂm
Green River. Tacoma will have cootrol cver “day-to-day operatons” only. i, & 12, Taoma
wﬂlhauonlyEavamwhmmychmpmmod;ﬁmmmdxpmpumpmpoud I at

BOARTr O CHRECTORS: _OHNH ARLUM, BEMELLA CaMoET, BETSY DErahyes, CrreconT A, HICrs,
MANCYRUST, TiM STEARNS, ROGER WAN GELDER, CHARLFS F. WALKINSON, FRANSE WO
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irs other parmers as specified in 2 separace Agreement, must be addressed. Speuﬁﬁaﬂyhow
megmummwﬂhabkmmﬂtﬂdﬂpﬂwmmgﬂnmwmﬂum
when anry change or modification o babita measures requires approval from s other

- partners? 'I'thCFshmHmdndeathﬂm:ghmofd:m

Changed Circumstances

Mmmﬁmm@mqmm-ngwmmwmw .
arises with the handbng of *changed dreamstamcss™ under the HCP. For “changsd :

-crcueymances”™ (inchiding fires, floods, and landsides}, Tacoms has agreed to certam

nEpagemens adions and in every case considers-“no additional measures™ to be pecessary. Jes
HCP secrion 3.2 However, as part of Tacoma’s agreed-upon management histed wmder dhe

HCP secrion devoted to landdlides, Tacoma will comduct amber harvesting in an area

as the *Conservation Zone™ as well as in the *Commercal Zone®. See HCPar
pE 35, While anty rinaber barvest is ikely ro increase the natural ocourrence: of landdides, this -
zomead timber heovest is hsted as a measite which will “neinimize the occurrence and impece of
landslides*. £ Even where adsgtive maccgsment analyas proves this barvest oo be
dmumﬂmdnmﬁmﬂymnmdofchan@gﬁmwﬂlmbemqmadmchmguhn
m:ldﬁthe‘ﬂu&!q;nms FUATAIILA,

Mamhdmadmmmmmmmmmm,
which are ar adds with regard ro Tacoma's o mapees for “changed
circomstnces”. The Iuplanetasion Agreement seems to state in Secnon 2.1 and 92 that, in
duﬂmnfd:an@dqrnmm.ﬁmmwmﬂdbtwm#mmmupﬂmm _
furzher ririgaee harm vo hsted species. Yer the HCP states in Secaon 3.2.3 that Tacoma is sot
e 1o do addirionsl midgarion or mcur response costs int the event of changed
circmitstanias rsdess Tana armrs. The Implementation Agresment, under Saction
ﬁﬂ,pr:wilg:hmadirm ict berwesn the Agreement and the HCP occars. Yet the
section w the Agreement dealing with chianged crcumstances incorporates the HCP
specifically, and makes vncear which comtrols. We request that the HCP be rewnittento -
provide the Services with enforcement suthority in the svent of changsd drannstances.
C]ﬂugemmmegm]partufm}rmqm In the event ther ‘Tacoma’s activines such as
timber harvesting are found through sdaptive management anadysis o be inedsquire
p:munfmﬂummmeshu:Hberqmadmahumm

STATE WATER LAW REQUIREMENTS

The ion Agreement sates thar the Servizes will issue Tacoma an Incidental Take
Permit vpon “sansfacxion of all ocher applicable legd requmements”®. Se

Implmlmm:mﬂgtmemapg.ﬁ. CELP nespectfully requests the following state water law
requirements be sufficenty addnessed béifore the Services consider izaning Tacoma an ITP,

‘BaanD oF DifECToms: 10Hn ARDm, BEMELLA CAraT. BETSY DEMPES, GRESGRT A HICKS,
MANCY FUST, TIM STEARNS, ROGER VaN GELDER, CHARLES F_ W KINSOH, Frikicis Wioo
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-Cnmcﬁmaﬁdr&mﬁﬂms ﬂwwmmfm

‘The DELS states that Tacoma is “expected to paﬂmpﬂem:mgmnalmu:wﬁmpphmm
King and $nobormish Counties 16 make-efficient us: of regional water supplies... ™ See DEIS
at pg. 2-5. The DVEIS defines an inrerrie as “a water conduit system chat alfows an exchange of
weater between adjacent supphiors and service aws " 7.

not qualify as an “intere” under state lew. An mrertie camor inchsde development of newr

scarees of supply to meet future demand, nor can it be for emergency supply purposes. See

RCW %0.03.383. The conneation between Tacoma and Seatle’s systems will require _
of new sourees of supply 1o meet fuure demand, and states envergency supply as

" e parpose, Where the DEIS addresses this connevtion as an intertie, an overview and

Tacoma’s Water Right Does Not Allow for Delvery of Water to Seatile

Seattle bas recently put 2 draft EI5 owt for pablic review, concerning its role in the Second
Supply Projecx. Seartle changed the designation of “isterrie™, howewer, staring insvead tha
TmmsSmdDmeR@uimsddmydmmSﬂnk This argrree
cuters on banigoage m the peroa staring of vse™ for Second Diversion water
mch:dﬁth:mmwdb}rﬁmnm byﬁm:mmarmhc:hg;mm’ See Second
Diversion Waner Righe Permir, Deparmnene of Ecology Pamir No. $1-00726P. However, no
mduulwmmdbmmﬂmkmdnmmauth:mnfpmmappbmw
isstance. Consequently, Tacoma®s Second Diversion Water Righe does acr cover delivery of
mm&aﬂie,aﬂdTnmmwmidxthemlmﬂnmdeplymEmhgmchmﬁﬂu
place of use.

Third Aliernative Requires Change

Cemstruction and operation of 2 new Eversion: on the Green River would require thar
Tacoma apply w Ecology for a change in the point of diversion.

Permit Needed for Municipal Storage Bebind Howard Hanson -

. f
Lﬁﬂammhw,Tmbnﬁmnbuﬁapmﬁtforpmﬁ:gmmedbehin&Hme
beneficial use for mumicpal purposes. Sae ROW 90.03.370. This permir nous comply
wik: orher apphicable sections WaslmgmﬂsWﬂ:erCn&e,rqmm;ﬂmEmlugyﬁudwm
1o be avaikahle, the use to be benefical, no impanment to existing rightz, and o derimen 1o
the publicinterest. &, The bensficial use and public imtersst inquiry require thir Tacoma -
show a need evias for this projec. Spedifically, Tacoma should discuss wherher regional

BOARD OF DARECTOME. JOHH ARLUM, BEMELL & CAMIMTI, E-EI'E"!' DEMMES, (ZREGORT &, HiCrS,
NaNCY FLET, TiM STEARNE, ROGER VAN GELDER, CHARLES F. WILKINSOM, FRAMCES Woos
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PL&HNED GROUNDWATER DEVELOPMENT MUST BE ]I*JEII]DEIJ
IN THE PROPOSED ACTION '

Thie DEIS considers development of the Sovth Tacons Acuifer as one potential independem:
soarre of water, then disconms this option and does not inchade proundwater development in
&m?ropnaedﬁmonurtheud:ermahﬂm Ser DEJS ar 2-27 and 2-28. Yer a bitaveral
Srorage between Seattde and Tacoma aalls for the development of 4-5 new wdls in
the Sousth Tacoma aquifer, providing an additioal 3300 acre feet of water per year. See
Seartde/ Tacoma Storage Agresment, amached as Exhibir 17 to the Second Supply Project
Agreement (Jan. 2000}, Searde’s Proposed Second Project Agreement DEIS, recenrly
out for public review, also reinforces the fact thar develapment 15 pare of the
Environoeneal Imprer Srremenn at 54, Seartde Public Uhilites (Jan. 2000).

Since the Seconsd Supply Project indudes development of additional groundwater supplies by
Tremenz, the DETS and HCP pst fully anslyze this development as part of the Proposed
Arzion. Specifically, the DEIS and HCP must analyze impacts to groundwcer and surface
wirer, 25 well ds discuss cornphiance with state water permitting requirements. As Tacoma's
current water righte do aot cover development of an additional 3300 2ore feet, Tacoma woild

- need 1o apply for 2 permit e withdraw moce groundwater. Increased withcrawals from the

Scurh Tacoma conld affecr floms in conmecred strface wrater hodies, invpir sendor
woker rights, and. the aquifer where wirhdriwals exceed] recharge, Thess mgmaces vnose
hﬁﬂymbmdmﬁmdnﬂudmﬂwﬂ&:ﬁopmdﬁmmwmdxbﬂs s nnder
Tmumasopmmﬂphtsmﬂu!{?

ELTERN&TI?ES CHOSEN ARE IHADEQI;?ATE

* The only akernarive 1o the Proposed Acrion besides the No Acrion Abernarive involves

somstructon and operstion of 4 new diversion on the Green. The mam benefit of vhis
dmemmmﬂutmwmlldhefnﬂluduwnsmmm&nuﬂmmmdﬂm and would therelwy

. displace the effects of water withdrowal.

This “alternate diversion™ :lummmllmdndmtheﬂmnd&mpbr dems
plans 1o be a regioml witer supplier. Gmmquemlyﬂ:emlydraeahmm:mmdmwdhy
the Services are: {1} not granting an ITP, resulting in Tacona contmung its Second
Project plans since, aceording to the Services, Tacona’s activities bave not yer been |

with quanifiabie Jevels of vake; {2} granting an ITP, andalomgTammmmunmewnhus _

opdons can be summed up as follows: Tacoma becomes a remonal weater supplier, Tacoma
becomes a regional water supplier, or Tacoma becomes a regional water supplier.

_Bmmorl:lm: JGHH ARUM, EEH:FELI.& CApanm, BETSY DENNIS, GREGORY A. chr.s_
Mancy RUsT, TiM STEARMS, ROGER VAN GELDER, CHARLES F. WILKINSON, FRANCIS WoOD
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Tacona's plans to become 2 regional water supplier, however, will phace a weighty regional
r&mmmﬁeﬂm:ﬁﬁnwaﬂm'ﬂmmdeﬁmmg chaﬂﬁs,d:eSeThﬁ
inwently negotiated betwesn the five cities, is not yet a

B A ottt 7 o6 which s o], ot e
Second Supply Project corremly relies on 2 mumber of vartabiles, the Serwoes should provide
ancther dernative, This akernative should mdude developmsnt of an TICP for the Green
River, and an assessiment ac to whether Tacoms’s activities will binder sabmen recovery, As
T:mmampoumnﬂlyhabl:ﬂorES& "take™ regardless of the other four cines' imvohvement m

" ithetr operatons, this a:la:lﬂ:lahunﬂwe shmld.mmmhreTmmbmmng regional water

sapphier.

DEDICATED vs. NON-DEDICATED
STGRAGE BIIJCE CONCEPT IS CONFUSING

- Acoording to Hlabita Emmmanmﬂ-ﬂZ, fach needs :imgrﬂmbemetwn:htbg

use of 2 non-Cedicated blodk of stored warer, See HCP ar pg. 5-31. The explanation of this is

mc:mdlbl)rmnflmng. Specifically undear Is what portcn of waner will be used, and hore an

accelerated refill rate can create 2 portion of “non-dedicuad™ waeer. Also, 2 discnssion should

be induded about the counterinmnitive m@ufmugmdmmmmpmmfmrh:

water storage effects.

MITIGATION FUINDING

: Tammphmsmfuudmgmmmmmmﬂmn&mﬂxHﬂPmpm&omumbwm
~ According to the DEIS, Tacomta has informed the Services that requiring amy reduction in

these dmber sales will create 2 disincentive for them 1o contimue their water quality and habitar
managernent efforts. This certainly seems like a veiled threat.

Tying mestoraton fions designed to repair and mitigate for impacts from activities such as
timber harvesting, to the very revanues derived from this same activity is 2 cournerintuitive,
badcwards attempt at conservation. ‘The Services should require much more responsible and
rduhlamahudsufmmmmfnmingh&faregumnngtbenghmkmmﬁsh

WATERSI'IED OWNERSHIP

Tacoma gwns approximarely 10% of Gresn River warershed lands, and CELP conmmends
Tacoma for its past efforts to aéiuire these lands, However, activities conducred cn the cther

%mdudmg greanly impacr the Green, We that Tacoo follew Seade’s
acquiting more of the and instituting a no barvest

mmnm:m:tmal]au:[mndm:ls.

' -BOART: GFF DHRESTORE MOHH ARLM, BEHELLA CAMBIT, BETSY DN, CHEGDRY A, HILKS,
MamMCT RUST, TIM STEARMS, ROGER VAN GELDER, CHARLES F. WILKINRZON, FRANCLS WooDh
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. CONSERVATEHON SHOULD BE FACOMA'S MAIN FOCLS

.Tmexponsmukemmmmofdpﬁmmmmﬁmmmdmmd& Tacoma .
- needs to realize, however, that & cennot just cormioually seek new water nghts v aeer

growing watsr teeds - conservaton is not # secondary or abernative option to gaming new
water., Whils showing some mitial savings sioce 1991, Tacoma has sill failed to set specfic
savings goals, and has relied on largely volustary warer use reductons. The HCP does ot
pmwdtﬁnramwmmm atud Taccima officals stated at a public

rbﬂ,wﬂemvﬂmwﬂlbemchﬂuimtbﬂrﬂyﬂrmiﬂhqmdeﬁm

cost of cis down the road will far curweigh the coat of conservation efforts that can put flows

- back in the Gresn. Taconts could stisfy rouch of its service area’s finure demand for water

by implernentting . aggressive conservation strategy and exploring options such as water
transters and reuse. We coompend Tacoo for the conservition savings alredy realized
within s service area Y:twesuunglys:wﬁmmmdlgnusmwppl}rmwm
rmake conservation and rense its primary focus, as opposed 1o 2 focus on pullmg more and
more water ot of the Green to fulfill not only its own, Il regionat growth as well, in the
mdnﬁmﬁmmT:mmshmeemqmredmdommmmmhefmdnqm
a]krwadmh'ﬂﬁshbyuhngmmafm

CONCLUSION

Theﬂmumptmgrﬂlmﬂemmqmmgmm:ppkmmmmmdmmp:ethe

dfmafrhﬂrmsmﬁmmmmmtpumﬂe. The Services” first prioeity res -

recovery of Bsted species, and rthey have a dity to snsure Tacoma’s actions wil
oo RPN STV i e i

With the standard set at recovery, thaﬁmmmnmdmdu more 1¢ ensuse thar Tacoma's

water rehance on this one nver sysem. Inscead the Services need to inchde an alernative tha:
involves an FCP, but does aot involve Tacoma becoming a regional water supplicr. They
should abso require Tacorsa to minimize aund muitigare s actions wo the hyxivom extent
practicable. Tammashm]ﬂ:{l}btmﬂrnﬁpumﬂ:kwﬂ]ﬂumndnmsh}rmmmﬁng
10 aggressive conservation statagies, with the goal of keeping more water instream; (Z) not
harvest timber on sy of its watershed lands; {3) commit to better adaptive management
implememtancn by expanding project constraires to mandae a more flexible response o
ummet needs of fish, or by scaling badk "N Sarprises™ gmmﬁ;m&{d-}rm:gumeﬂ:e
mhwmmmhdnngdwwniﬂwregmnfw&emiﬂmmd enough

mommd:mg;tlnsrmmusnmw

BoapD oF TNFECTORG: ICHN Afb, TENELLA CaMinaT, BETSYy DEnMS, GREGORY A, HISKS,
MANCY RUST, TIM STERRNS, ROGER VAN GELDER, CrHaRt ES F. WILKINEON, FRANCLE WooD
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hnwrmmﬂypmﬂetnﬂmmdmmhmtheﬂmeﬂmtufﬂrsﬂmm
mdhwmmndypeoplehmmmdmd}mgwlmm&:abmnmmemmmwwﬁbkﬂm
emerges: scence is chmging ol the dme, and we are constandy proving ourselves wrong, The
mﬂhndsumdmmbmﬂms,inrmmﬁe,mdmadyhungmumdhrmmas
umdﬂleforprmugﬁshmdﬁshinbm S

Anfl?mmatm:hnmmmm pohcy—-wmh'['mapqmg a small fee and passing
liabiliry for the umforeseen consequences of its acjans to the federal povernment.

Considering the ms:reﬂi]ﬂtunmtamq' surrounding river manarement and the needs of fish,
mupledw:ﬂ:ld:lem pmuﬂWEnchThsmﬂnﬂsdﬂhqtrj’mgm mmmsahmn,&m

Pmd:ﬂnkymfmtheappmmungmmmmm.,

/{xﬁ@/ cﬁm-wt:-ﬂ-.

Enstie E. Carevich
ﬂm:mﬁltmnqr

. BOARD OF DIRECTORS: JOHN ARUM, BENELLA CAMINT, BETSY DENNS, GREGORY A. HiCHs,
. Mapcr RUST. T Srearms. RﬂﬁEﬁVmGELI‘.@H.CI—H@I.Eﬁ F. WiLranstin, FRANCS WooD
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115, Fish and Wildlife Service

510 Desmond Drive, S.E., Suite 102 AFR Q22000
Leccy, Washington 98503-1263 v
RISEH T

March 31, 2000

EF:  Tacoma Water Habitat Consarvation Plan and draft Enviccemental Impact Statzment for the
Incidental Take Bermik

Decar Mr. Romanski,

I*m writing o behalf of the: Pacific Crest Biodiversity Project and the Mortrwest Ecosystem Allimes to
provide vomtnents on Tacoma Water Habitat Conservation Plan (BCP) and draft Exvireamental Impact
Statement {DFLS) for the Incidental Take Fermit (TTF).

The proposed HCF Tacoms Water Depanment*s Green River Habitat Conservation Plao peovides a prime
ity for the City to provide the best possible long-tarm protection of its lands, the water and the
fish and wildlife dependent upon these resources. This opportunity will be missed if the City contines
13 rely on commercial logging of its forestlands in the vpper Green Rivar watershed. Brding logging and
ather improvernems to the forst plm must accompany, rot substitute for improved fish and fw
provistons of the: HCP, az addressed in other parts of thes commetits. )

W cbpeet to o oonnmercial bogping program and tre subsequent issuanes of an incidental take permit by the
)3 Fich and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Nptional Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS} for the sic
federally listad dhreatened and endangered species, one species proposed for listing, and 14 other unlisted
species. The HCP fails to meet the requirements of the Endangentd Species Act{ESA), 16 USC §§ 1531-
1534, md for this reason alone, te permit reqrest must be denied mless significam modifications ooemur.

The DEIS doss not meet the requiremends of te National Environmental Policy Act and its
implementing regulations, 42 17.5.C. § 4331 et seq., 40 CFE. § 1500 ef 3eq. The DEILS Bils to
adequatehr consider, svaluate, or document the direct, ndirest, and cumulative effects of the desiniction
of terrestrial Tands and evaluate or dotumant how the considerable loss of habitat and lack of any
nitigation measures will permit avainment of the objoctives of the Endangered Species Act and other
federal stautes and regulations.

The DEIS entirely fils 1o consider, evaluate, or document the environmentel cfficcts of fragmeting
matire forests, isolating forest parccls, and eliminating critical wildlife habitat in the watershed. Impacts
ta species dependent on terrestrial environments are wholly mpossible to determine as survey-
information is lacking or insufficieat. The amount of “take™ and effectivenesy of measures to minimize
and mitigate “take™ are equally impossible to determine.

Our analysis indicates that the FRCP fails to meet the requirenvents of the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
and associated regulations. Consequently, we recommend the incidental take permit far City of Tacoma
lanids be denied unless the HCE and EI3 are significantdy medifisd or the no-commercial logging
alternative is deemed the piefomad attemnative. Furthermare, ac the HUF process relies heavily ox the
aceurats application of scientific infarmation, we recommend that Fatrre iterations of the HCE be



4 | mviewed and evaluated by an independent panel of acadamic and agency scientisis, snd by a citizen
review board.

hsmmﬁy,ﬂithﬂwhgimmmhermhred:

Process and Documenits

Acvcording o ESA regulations and mies, the HCP must “include specific biulogical goals and
objectives...” fir measuring the effectivencss of conservation planning. [n addition, biologjeal
uhjm&mmpmﬂt.spudﬁcmumnhhhﬂﬁrmhkuhgﬁegoﬂsuf&eupﬂgmwﬁm
5 | program.” (Draft Addendum to the Final Handbook fior Habitat Cimservation Planning and Tncidental
Take Permitting Process.” Federal Register, 64;45, March 9, 1999, Biological gnals must comespond to
mﬂmﬁgaﬁunufmmmamﬁ,mhﬁnmﬁnnmdnﬂﬁgﬁmﬂmmmﬂmnmﬁnmm
mﬁhhhﬂspﬂh’%mﬂs,mduﬁwhuicimpﬂmhhhﬁmnﬂmﬂipﬁmm

The Tacomz Water JICP faiks to establish measanable hiological goals for recovery, and for measuring
“pake™ minimization and mitigation. Generally, the HCP’s resoures goals sre exiremely vague,
unverifiable, and nnsaforceable. The HCP fails to consistently discuss bow the HCF and ITP and their
mﬂtingImhimtmﬂiﬁms,pupuhﬁmhvdu,mdntﬁamnﬁummﬁehhhgimlwlsmd
standaeds peoposed in available scientific litecature. The BCP also fails to provide adequate quantitative
saatyses or other analyses of how inpacts tiy imost of the covered species will affect survival and
ECOVETY-

Sierra Club et of v. Bruce Babbir of af found that corvent data tm species” conditions and recovery needs
must be used; goals incheded in recovery plans are not sufficient if conditions have changed since those
7 phnsnmwriﬂan.ﬂiﬁlﬁ.ﬂiﬂnﬂo.ﬁﬂﬁ?l-ﬂﬂ-ﬂ,[kdaﬁugu&td, 1908, 5. Dhat., AL, 5. Div. The
HCP and DEIS fail to meet these requirsments, The HCP gaenally fails to identify species population
levels aod hahitat conditions that wenld comespend to genuine recovery acoss the species’ ranges, and
ﬁhpmvi&mﬁeqmﬁﬂhmmmunfmmmsmmmmdiﬁmsmmg
from the ITP and HCP will compare to these recovery standards.

Withont quantifiable obiectives, there are ne substantive provisions that allow for monitoring
effectivensss of prescriptions, and adjustments through adaptive management.

TthﬂﬁpmmuﬂngmmthMmahmﬁnmﬁmmhnfﬂnmmﬂwimlﬁehahim
8 | pecessary for suppenting listed and unlisted species is highly degraded from poor land use practices
Consequemty, the HCT will not reduce the risk of extinction to mumy species, including those requiring
snag hebitat, small smeams, imtcrmittent streams, and other habitat for servival and recovery mless
sneiderabla restoration of wildlife babitat = conductsd.

NEPA and ESA section Na)2) and the Act’s adminicirative rulcs requine agencies to wee the best
avaitable sciemee. The HCF does not apply or coasider the best available scientific information.
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The HCP employs arbitrary itionshes for thinning as a methed for “accelerating” old growth comvditicns,
completely unsupported by any scientific evideace. Througheut the dreft EISFHCP, there is discussion of
the enefits of specially designed treatments to accekerats the development of old-growth conditions.
However, no combext i5 provided along with these statements. For example, wikat are the specific critézia
which will be used to determine whether a stand needs to be. "ecologicatly thinned™? What evidence are
theze criteria based on?

Creating old-growth through thinning has yet to be done_ Studies show that there is no evidence thai the
thinnfug of stands 30 ysars or older results in any pet scological bepefits'. The concept that one em |
"accelerate™ old-growth conditions by thinning rémasing largety an ontesied assumption. Therefore, it
shonkd pot be the primary basis of an old-gprowth restoration sirategy, Furthermore, for an activity whose
lemig-tanm beneafits are nnelear, thinning ks an expensive experiment.

The Tacoma Water HCP fails to provide mn sdequate affectiveness stoniboring program to pravide for

adaptive management changes. Given that the HCP is for 50 years, adaptive management provisiony
must be substantive and effective.

Suificient vegetation and wildlife sampling must be conducted té establish monitoring trends and the
mesence and distribution of species acmss the andscape. As preposed, the HCF will only train Tacoma
emphoyess m the dentifeation of covered species, in the event that a species is sighted, leaving the
discovery of a coverad species completely wo chance. This method will provids no acourate data s to the
presence o shaonoe of 1 covered spesies over the tife of the HICP, and render amy meaningful adaptive
management provisions useless.

The BCF s compliance and effectivensss monitoring must ocour frequently ovar titne, incloding
mwonitering of species” populabons sud reprodwction, hahitat quantity, habitat and specific habicat
componenits, habitat trends, and ciher goals and indicators. The Taccomra Water HCP Tas faiked to da this.

i TP
[TP: and HCPs should only be used in limited circemstances. The ITP and HCP should not b used to
climinate or degrade habitats across significont portions of the bndscapes, scosystems, or species’
remainimg ranges. Likewise, TTPs and HCPs should pot be used where more effective akematives exist.
The no-commercial logging ahemative s clearly 2 mors effective alternative to the proposed action.

The Services must consider this albemative: serioushy, sspecially in Ilghtnfﬂrefa:tthﬂﬂﬂ}rnf‘l‘uﬂm
hears prowvided 2o justificstion for commercial logging in their sratement of porpose and need.
Furthermore, the City has evaleated no alternatives to everais peneration. The ESA standard of
minimizing impacts and providing mitigetion to the maximum extent practicable haz not been met.

[t iz essemtial to mantain late-suecessional forest habitat n=eded by several listed tesvestrinl species and
te protert the upper Green River and its tribotaries for fish habitat The standard for an incidental take
permii is far higher than foc the state: Forest Practices Act or Tacome’s corrent Foregt Land Manageinetit
Plan. Pursuing the goals of the Endangered Specics Act, especially recovery, must be the driver in this
HCPE, mot commerial loggring.

1 Carey, AB. [15098, Novembar} Bkodhversity and Intentional Mansgement. A Renalssance Pathway.
Science Fndindgs, PNV Rossarch Station, issue D, po 2
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1 & oo
A Si-year incidental take permit is too long given tie 0o surpeises policy. Either a sharter permit period
oc greater ability to modify the HCF to improve: babitat conditions should be eotablished. The curreni
mﬁmwwﬁmﬁmemhmmmmmmmlk’sﬁshmd
wildlife. This is not an equitablk: agreement, and muost be chimged. '

Forest Management

1.

Tecoma Water awne 10,135 of the land in the Upper Green River Watershed (14,888 acres), primarily
along: the banks of the Green River; Elnder the peoposed HCP the existing Management Plan will be
retained with few chomges. The current forest management plan appropriately eliminated "maxinomg”
timber volome 1n the commercial zone. This HCP should eliminate the commercial loggag altogether.

Thirty-nine pereent of the area {the Matural Zoos) will have the highest level of pratection and no
logging. Anather 55% (the Coastrvation Zone) will sustain some ammni of thinning of forests. The
comservation zonet it designed 1o develop into late-successional stage habitats. When this occurs the: plan
indicates Jopging will cease. While we certainly snpport the objective of ending the logging, again, we
wrge caution in manipulation of the vegetation to achicve the desired resuele. Only in arcas rociverning
From recent cleercunting should be comsdsred for thinning operations.

Twenty-six perceirt of the land {the Commercial Zooc) will be used for “producing memchantable timber™.
The vevetues creatad from these practiess will be used in wateeshed land acquisiticm, forest management,
fizh and wildlife habitat sné water quality sahancement projocts. Swch logging activities place a priority
of commengial interests aver water quality and habitst protection mo matter ooy ey Snvocesnental
precautions are takoen.

Any management activitics i the protected zooes should Tocsive carefl scniiny ples public
imvohwenent for significant actions. Salvage lopging is of particolar concem.

2 Proloxical Rish :
Whilke scme public cificials assert that commercial logging will pot harm water quality or wildlife
hahitat, thete iz much evidince to the comrary. Forests #ct a5 piant air and water filters, and also act a5
Teservoirs by increasing water yiekds in #he Gueial dry months and reducing flooding = wet months.
Praserving those forests diminishes the aeed for Yacoma's turbidity pool and flocd conaol storage
volumes a3 well a5 the AWS [Additional Water Storage) project.

Logging c2n prodisce massive imbalances in the narsrat soil-forming and ezosion ¢ycles, increasing fevels
of sediment in our drinking water. Tacoma's lands, bordering the Gresu River, are some of the most vital
fior weater and habitat protectios, thenshy increasing the necd for preserving those forests.

1 [logical Economies

Fouding land acquisition agd restoration efforts through comzercml logging may establish sz Hlagical
economic model Causing damage o repair denrage does not make sense. The long-term costs of
repairing ecological damage sssocisted with Jogging far cutweigh the shart-term financial benefits (e.g.,
water GHrstion costs, landslides, Toad repair, ete.). Ahematives ther than logging revenues, 2 fmd the
acquisition of lands in the watershed need to be &iplorsd. Timber mariets an: inpredictable, making
logging revennes as a funding source a risky practice. We belizve that when all of dhe above factors are
considered (and they must be considersd) it will be apparent that commercial logging doesn™t
scopomically benefit the commrnity-
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L & Wildlif
The Green River watersied has been heavily roaded and Jogped, with reselting impacts oo the natfe
forest ecosystern. Tacoma now manages importent wilkdlife and Ash habitat which mchedes simnificant
Iste-succensional forcsty, Full protectiom of these forests is the best assprance of mamtaining hagh water
quality and sustaining fish and wildlife populations. The Forest Service has siressed the importance of
connectivity in late-seccessional forests through the checkerboard lands that include the Green River.
White the current plan objectives antach prearst impoctanes bo wildlife and fish habitat than carier
vergioqs, it still fail short of that needed for the conservation and racovery of endangered species.

5. Wildlife Specics

Many specics will be adverscly mpacted by the proposed sction. Those dependent on ate-successional
forests, including salamanders and other amphibians will be impacted the most. Acqoisiticn and
prescrvation of forests adjacent to the City’s owpership could offset the impacts of the mservoir, logging,
roadbaiiiding amd other impacts of Tacoma's operations. FEosk Cresg, Sawmill Creek and Engle lake
wiould be good chaices. A few examples Hinsirate the flaws of the draft HCP.

Marided Murrelsts

Tacoma owns lands in Rock Creek pear wheee marbled murrelet nesting was found last summer,
Howewer, Taccmma proposes vo comtinme Togging in that arca (Commercial zone). The HCP must reverse
the trend of Loss of habitat, and require restoration of murrelet nesting habitat in this arca. Mevely
promising not o destroy mutrclet nesting habitat is aot sulficicat for a 50 year ITF. Forther monitoring
for murrelets in the old-growth grove in Sawmill Creek should alzo be done.

Spoitted oy

The Services cannnt become complacent about this species whese population ecmtinnes e doindle.
Spotted owl critical habitat units and Rats SOSEAS have been esiablished in the Green River Wetershed,
ey Seoriny its significant roke ag nesting habitar and dispersat habitar for the Cascades population. It is
acknowledged as & critical connectivity commidor between the north end south cascades for mamy spacies,
including the spotted vwl, Given the depraded state of the forests in this area, USFWS canowd grant [TPs
to destray additional habitat here. .

Morthern Goshawk T
In reviewing the conservation stratzgies developed for Hsted spesics, we wiould like 10 mize coacems
regrding fhe lack of information and stdies on the nosthern goshawk Northern goshawks are highly
sensitive to human disturbance. Unbroken canopy of secomd-growth forests in the lower watershed

Given the Yack of information, the goshawk’s sensitivity t¢ dishurbaree, snd the importmes of secomd-
prowth leraded hobitar, we qoestion whether the potential impacts of the proposed action to the goshawk
bave been understated. The main basis for the et imporvemment to goshawk habitat 2= stated in the draft
HCP is e eologaoal and restoration thinning of second-growth forests and long-t=rm regeneration of
forest habatat We again question the actual long-term benefits of thinning, given that the: praciice is whll
cotsidered experimental. Thinning is not adequate enough o use as 3 primary conservation measure for
goshawks, We also question: the: baseling used in making this assumption (see: Proposed baseline is
WEADpHOPCiate).

We encourage the Services to deem the po commercial logging elemvative as the preforred abtmative to
teduce disturbance in the form of tiaber harvest and road usags. The no commercial lozging alternative
would have the greatest positive effect for the northem goshawlk, however, nowhere n the EIS is this
stated. The EIS must be therough atd sccurate in reprasenting the benefits of each altemative.
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Pacific Fisher
ﬁmdmgmﬂ:ﬁwmmgtﬂnﬂqmﬁmlafﬁshdeJIdllfeSmnBRepurtunl“isher(Sepmmher
1998}, Fishers use forests with a high percemtags of canopy clovme, sbvmdant large woody delmis, large
smags and cavity treey, sad understory vepetation, While fishers are associated with late-successicnal
conifer forests, they also use younger stends, cepecially a5 foraging habibd Furthérmons:, the majority of
ﬁshnsmm‘w:shmgtmhﬂmh:ﬁ:mﬂmmhmﬂm 1300 m in elevation.

Simeﬂ:emajuritynmemImdswiﬂlhlﬂmwmslmdmhﬁﬂmlﬂ'mm.ﬂw_v;n'mridcthtbtﬂ
long-term opporiunities for habitat reoovery B the figher However, Tavoma's claim that fisher habdtat
will imnpaove under the proposed sction is questionable. The HCP states that it "will have positive effects
on the Pacific fisher by reducing disturbance to denning fishers, Taressing riparan protection, and
managing fr kte succvsional conditions; hu overall the positive affect will be minor because few, if
arry, fishers are liely to ocoor in the HCP area.”

Onos again, Tacoma is claiming to create late-snccessional’old growth hebitat through thinning with ne
scientific evidence that Forests will be bensfit fom such teatments. Wowher in the HCP does the
Tacoma address the risks of thinning, such 25 windthrony. Thinning stands can expose them 1 wind,
Al g ancessive windthrow and excessive opening of the canopy. Hew conld this affect fisher habitac?
Tacoma also does not discuss how entering younger Aands will affect fisher formging habitat,

Lasity, bowr can Tacoma claim that if the fisher "does inhabit sy portion of the HCP Area, it will ocour
anky i sl sumbers b the upper warershed™ without any reference 1o surveys conducted in the past or
to be conducied in the future. Tacome canoot Tely on chancs gightings a¢ an sccumds: indicator of species
distribnztion acnoss the landscape, I Tacona is to adequately provide for the protection and, most
importantly, the recrveny of fisher in e Green River Watershed, Tacoma must actively monitor for
species’ populations and reproduction, hibitst quamtity, habatat and specific habirae cofaporments, habitar
trends, and other goals and vlicators.  The proposed action alone is not sufficient o achieve recovery of
the: fisher in the watershed. We believe that the no~commercial bogping alernative provides the best and
mast practicable option for fisher protection and recovery.

5, Ugreaded Lands '

The wurmaded arvas 1+ft in the watershed are exaremely important. Thess ecological anchers are the
largest hincks of intact forest, die most undisturbod steams and provide: the: grestest secunty habitat in
the watershed. These include Kelty Butte (14,000 acres) and two smaller areas (Friday Creek, McCain
Creek) north of the Green River where the city owns land. Much of the former was protected by
Congress when it established a Kelly Butte Special Management Avea on the: national forest lands in
Lester, Sawmill and Rovk oreeks This provides & core area for |ate-successional forest species
congervation, but is pot snfficient by itself. Flhun Creek is apgressively loggging it Dads, adding o the
importanca of protecting forests o Tacoma lands.

While some of Tacome's unroaded kuids ae alfocated to the natural zone, we are still concerned with the
propasd lopgmy avd roadbuilding in and adjacent to the Kelly Butte roadless srtes. The lands
renaining in the commercial zone between the Green River and Felly Buite (sectioas 24, 19, 200 should
be managed to restore 3 natural forest and sventmlly ineoded in the nanral zone. In the imerim,
designation of this area in the conservation zome would previde the flexfbility to do the reytomation wink,
with the clear objective of re-establishing late-successional forests in an narcaded condition. Additional
areas in Champion ook, {section 28], Rock Creel and near Eaghe Lake shouid be treated the zame vay.
The wwrcaded lands along the Green Kiver (sections 21, 27) should be designatad to prowvide the
masimum profboction possibile with the goal of acquisition of the timber rights a9 soen as possible.
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2. Roads

Roads canse major problems for bath fish and wildlife. Mo new roads shaold be atlowed under the HCF.
Even well designed and consructed roads will fnvrese sedimentation and impact wildlife (see FEMAT
report) by destroving and fragmeznting habitat The basin i3 50 heavily rouded that it has cansed
maedible impact to both terrestriz] and aquetic systems,

Westrongly suppornt the decommissioning of roads, sspevially in the area between the Kelly Buite
Roadless Area and the Greer: River. A significant portion of the road mileags on Tacoma’s lamds i5 vt
needed for administration or access to other owners. Thesa should be ohliterated as soon as passible.
Teu years should be more than adequate. ‘Mo additional road acoess to other ownerships should be
granted by Taconva acmss its lznds.

£, Watershed Analvsis

We are plessed that Tacoma will be participeting in fhe witershed analyses schednled for the basin. The
tederal watsrshed anabysis bas been completzd and deseribes a seriously degraded watershed, with
extremely high road densities and litfle Ite-successional forest. 1t is regrectable that the aslyses
prepared under st Tales are limited po phyzical factors and dizect impsts on fish. Cunmlarive effects
are pocnly addressed and the analyses éo not constder parestrial species or indirect effects at all. The
City should insist that tuese other ssuss be addressed in these watershed analyses.

Full protection of the riparian momes is critical to the success of the forest pian and HCP, the recovery of
the zatmon and other fish of the watershed std maintaining high qoality water. While the proposed
streamn baffers (ripariom manapement Zones) wers an improvement over Eie minimal stete forest practices
standards they are ztill far below that recommended by Rederal sewentists (FEMAT report). Again,
sliminaring commercial logging will avoid fhese problems. There should be no further road building in
mynmmmmmdmwmdmmmgufmmm

10, Timber Managewent

The coerent plan allows considerable commercial Jopping. The conservation zone still has = 100 year
barvest cycle for the conservation zone, with anmzal hervest screage of 30 acres. While contiguous even-
aged (wlearcur, shelrerwood) units at 40 acres are below state standards, these practices should be
elpninated entirely.

The defexzal on logging the recently acquired federal lands in the natural zone should be permament. We
have also encouraged the City to acquire the timber rights held by Plum Creek alomg the Green River as
000 23 possible, capecilly i the Kelly Buite roadless ares, to implement the Utilitys coaservation
shrategins.

ﬂlmmhwﬂmmgﬁgnmmhm;mwmmﬁxﬂummuhﬁmm lopgme and
road building. Mast of these would be moot if the FICP just eliminated coommercial logging oa the City’s
lands in tee wattrshed. For example, salvage logging for safety near reads would be unpocessary if the
road 1o longer existed.  Standards for restoration projecis coukd be pattemed on the Seande’s Cedar
River Watershed HCF. :

Proposal: Mhrmﬁva C modified- No Commwercial Logging, Reducad Roads

We proguse thet the USFWS and the City of Tacama sdopt.a “no commercial logging” stendard as
reihcuqhﬁlmm:tivsl:,wiﬂ]mmudiﬁuﬁm. This alemnzative should be zmemded by a provision of
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no new roads, and specifying substantial road decommissioning. The list of mitigetion messures for
individua! species, under Alernative C (Table 2-18h) sppears to allow considerable development. This
shonld be curtatled. Acquisition and preservation of additicnal forest lands should be required to
mitigate for impacts of Tacoma’s facilities and operations (i have desiroved or degraded Inte-
succeasional forest habitats for any species noted i the HCP.

The entire land base, crther than under the power lines, should be allocated to the natural zoae. [n
recently cleanent areas that are currently it the commercial zone, short term wse of the conservation zone
prescripticns might be usead, These thinning operstioss in “plamtations™ should end within five years,
aind road obliteration commenced in those arcas.

Even with the minimum standards established in the plan, the adaptive management approach will
mﬂaahighd@mdmuﬁmhmhmaﬁmmmwmtmmﬂ@ﬁmmaﬂm
vnforesesn circumstances. Mmitoring the early management sctivities is essential to determine if they
are providing the benefits expected within the Fimits of environments] impacts allowed.

Public invohvement should be actively solicited for any watershed aciivities, including restoration
projects. The HCP should establish an accountable process for citizens ta become involved in decision-
mzking for the watershed hefore plans are realized.

Tacoma can and should develop and implement creative funding ahernatives that do not include such
destructive activities as commercial logging. Many abernatives could be conzidered, for example:

# minimal rate Mncrease '

adfusting rate structures (e.g., adding additional higher priced tier for high summer usc)
a surnmer surcharge for commercizl caykmers

corperate donacions

Ouce again, e proposed HCP Tacoma Water Deparaneat’s Green River Habitat Conservation Flan
m:mwwﬂuﬁwmmid@ﬂmhﬁtmﬁhmmﬁm lands,
the water and the fsh and wildlife dependent upoa theze resources. This opporamity will be misssd if
tie City continmes to rely oo commerciai logging of its forestlands in the upper Gresn River watershed,
Exzding logging and other improvements to the forest plan mnst accompany, vot substitae for mmproved
fich and flow provisions of the HCF, as addvessed in cther parts of these comments.

s % b W

Thank you for the <pportunity o comment on the Simpson HCP, DEZS, and TTF.
Sitcerely,

Jasmine Minbashian
Conservation [inectar

Pacific Crest Biodiversity Praject
4649 Sunnyside Ave N_#321
Haantls, WA S5103

Also for the following organizstion:
Dave Werniz

Director of Scientific Programs
Morthwest Ecosystem Al iaroe
1421 Comwal! Ave, Suite 201
Bellingham, Wa 98225
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Dala:  OSAE2000 724 AM
Sendarr Thim Romanski

To: Jon Hala
Priorty: Nomal
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ML 1] | ==

Date:  O4MEE000 72408 MM

Pricrity: Mamal

To: Jon Hale

Suhiact Pust Comsments an tha Gnaan River HOF
Forwarded

Aurthor: Friands of tha Sarth NW <Josnusinvecifanst com> o FWS
Q7312000 L0537 P

16 e

To:m 2t FWsS

Subject Commants on the Groen River HOP

Forwacd Headdr

Sub]eck: Compments on tha Green Fiver HCF
Aanthor: Friendg of the Earth AW «fospwivg]l fepet . ooms-
Date: 0373172000 4:05 P¥

Genktlemen

Attached ars Friende of the Earth's coomeprs on the Green River
HCE.

Brir Eapoanharst

Frieods of the Baxrth, WW Officwe
651z 23rd Ave HW R320

SE-E.‘EI:].E, wa SH117T

206-25T-S4ED

206-29T=0d4 58 Ffax

(%on attached File: TaccmaHCP_doe)

. March 31, 2000

TecormaCP don

Jobn Kimer, Tacoma Water Departmaent
by fax and &-mail

Re: Tacoma Green River SCP

Friznds of the Eaxth (FoE) thanks you for fhe opporiunily to comment on Tacoma’s
Habitat Consarvation Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). FoE has more
tham 20,000 members paticowide who support ovr mission 1o prodect the planet from
envirotunentai degradation, preserve binlogical, cnlinral, and ethnic diversity, and
empower citizens io have an mffnential voice i decisions afiecting the muality of their

Tacoma, Seattie, and the Army Corps of Engineers should jointly condnct an
environmenia] impact statement on the comulative efiects of the Howard Hanzon Drom
modifications, Tacoma HCP, and Seatfle-Tacoma kntertie-Second Supply Project. These
cumzlative effects on salmonids, growth in the region, beneficial water nses, and other
topics identified in scoping. This analysis must ooour before the projects begin, amd the
sponenrs must incorporate all measures o avoid, minfmize, and rifigate the projects.

The agencies shonld ot grant the HCP because Tacomia 1 not mectntgy the requircmenits
to avoid, mininize, and mifigate for effects. Bacause 1€ proposes (o comume afl aorent
activities, Tacoma makes oo effort to avoid inpacts. In order to minimizs mpacts,
Tacoma maust, kit is not, adopling an agpressive water conservation program to reduce
waier nse acd thus withdrawals from the Green.  Lastly, Tacoma must fimd all habitat
acquisition, enhancement, protection, and restoration & mitigate for the disnption fo
properly fimctioning habiiat canzed by the dams and witlkdbaoeals,

DOE has closed the Green River to withdrrwals, Tacoma shoufd not be withdrawing
tore water without a thorough review of water rights o the basin, IFIM stodies, a5 well
as fow-survival stadies for salmenids in the Green. '

mmwm@mﬁcmmmmmwmmﬂmﬁm.
Instead, the agsncy shoald address all coiveamns caised in Deing Sefence in HUPs by the
American Instinate of Biokegical Seicnces and the National Center S Ecological
Analysis and Synthesiz of Habitat Comssrvation Plans, Tiw 1959 stody highlights the
need for impraved protection for endangersd species. In Dking Scdence in HCOPs, 119
mdependent scientists examinsd 43 HCPs tn detail and another 208 more gencrally. The
report concludes that critical scientific infrmation abowt endmmgered species ofien is not
available for HCPs. 1t aiso highliphts a major tack of bistogical mairtoring to determine
what effect each HCP has on endangered species. The repent alzo finds that HCPs oftzn

rely upon improven management techniques, posing rizks to species.

Furthermore, NMFS may lack avthority to agree to the HCP. In the Federal Register
notice for NMES' HCP regulations, NMFS stated thet the agency was not establishmg
generic authorization for HCPs for threaterved species, and thet anthorizztion wonld be
established case by case. SeeFR 55;97, May L8, 1990, pg. 20603 et seq. Arguably,
NMES would need to write ESA section 3(d) rules io authorize HCFs for other threatencd
sahmomids. Purthermore, S¢ CFR 227 214b), which extends ESA section 10 "take”
authorization to species covered by 50 CFR 227 21{a). 50 CFR 2X7.21(z), in turn, states,
in &ffect, that the prohibitions of ESA section 2 apply to threatened zahmon species listed
in 50 CFE. 227.4{f), (), {h}, and (i}. Thos=s species are, respectively, Snake Biver spring
and sunmmer chinook, Snaks River falt chinook, Central California ESLT coastal cobo, and
Southem Oregon'Northern California ESU coastal coho. Thns it would appear NMFS
tacks the necessary authority for species other than those listed here and shonld not agree
to an HCP for Puget Sound chinook salmon.

I requested a copy of the HCP apd DEIS from Jobn Kirmer months ag, and never
regeived a copy. Plesse send me 2 copy of the HCF and DEIS as soon as possible. When
available please send me the final HCP, final EES, and amy other changes.

These comments forns on financial opportumities available to Tacoma to firemes the
protection and resioration elements sngpested by the Sierra Club, Mountaineere, Pacific
groups. In its capacity as co-manager of Green River water and salovwom, the Muckleshoot
Indian Tribe wili make recommendafions for projects that also should be funded from the
opportunities discussad in this letter. These comments are based on mmlaysis of firvaneial

© statenrents of TV s water ntility (Water Divigion 1992 Arruai Financial Repord) as well

a5 information on watershed management {City of Tacoma s (frear River Watershed
Forest Lond Managemernt Plan July 1, 1996), and fimber revennes and costs provided in

Tacoma shonld increase its system devekopment charges (SDC) to pay 100%: of the costs

of system developments, up from the 30-35 % cumrently plamed acconding to the 1998
Financial Report, page 47. Tacomsa should make sere that the SDC for hooloaps outside

urban areas reflects the costs to serve those areas. These changes will creats rate equity
whereby new ratepayers are paymg the costs to serve them and encouwrage urban infiil.
Furthermore, =ome of the revenne that cross-sobsidizes growth shonld finsd watst
conservation and property finctioning conditions in the Green River Basin,

Tacoma shonld cusie that revenne collectad for depreciation costs are used to either pay
dowa debit or fund capital projects. Otherwise, futore catepayers will be saddled with a
financial Hability, and/or debt burden, and a system that requires major capital overhan.
Ta provide an additional incentive for water conservation, TP should collect
depreciation fueding throngh a sommer rafe surcharge from a2l customver classes,

Tacoma also must change its rate struchire to provide preater incentives for water
sonssrvation. Al customer classes showld pay a bigher smmmer rate. The residential rate
encomrages lawn watering and other wastefut nses of water during the summer becanse
the first rate block s five tines the size of the winter rate block for the same rate
acoording (o Tacoina's Warer Rutes and Regulations for the Supply and Use of Water,
Apiil 7, 1997, Tacoma's maximum day demand is less than twice average day demand
(72 npd and 123 med respectively, according to Cenirad Puget Sound Regional Water
Supply Qutlook, Febrnary 2000, Tabie 4). Coosequently, very few of Tacoma™s
residential customer ane likely to see the rate incentive to reduce summer time water nse.

The revenie fiom any timber pragram i impossible to Jetermine, and any claims in the
HCP and DEIS about that revenus have no foundation and cannot apd do not sopport any
decisions or any afernative. The Fomieaal Report does not provide a line fiem of note
for tmber revenms mmd watershed mmapanan costs. The line-item “Ciher Operating
Revenve,” which I presumme iz all o partially timber revenme, bas ranged ffom 8 low of
$354,366 to a hugh of $789,823 during the past 10 years with oo ¢lear mend. Based on
revords requests for watershed timber saies for the past 20 years, from 19581 to 1985 the
utility coducted oo timber sales, and Juring the previons 10 years, timber revenne has
aetrally been less than $200,000 per year.

Evert in the highest, speculative case, (imber revenue is 2.6 of total utility reveres and
is a small price ta forga to provide the preatest passible protection to drmking water
quality as well as aquatic resources. 'When combined with other financial refonns,
Tasoma shonld nse this precess 1o eaconrage urhan infill and redevelopment per the
Growth Management Act as well as protect the environment amd properly fimetionimg
conditions in the Green per the Endanpered Species Acd.

Pleasze keep thiz office informed as to developments i this matter. If yon have aiy
questions, feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Eric Espenhorst
cc: 1ISFWE, NMFS



NGO-10
March 30, 2000 n ‘3 200

Tim Romanski -
L5, Fish and Wildlife Service
510 Deamond Dr. SE ¥102
Lacey, WA GRS03

Re: 1. Dreft Tacoma Water Habitat Conservation Plan DHCP) (December 1999);

2. US Fish & Wildlife Service & Mational Marine Fisheries Service Draft Envirommental
[mpact Staterent (DES) for the Proposed Issuamce of a Mulfiple Species Incidental Take
Permit for the Tacoma Water Habitat Comservation Plan, Green Biver Water Supply
Operations, and Watersbed Protection; and

3. Implernenting Agreement for the Tacoma Water Division, Tacoima Public Thilities

Habitar Conservation Plan for the Green River, {ngﬂnmﬂ}r] Washmyton, Mumeipal .
Water Supply

B M Boroanski:

This letter congists of the comments of Sierra Club's Cascade Chapter, on the City of
Tacoma's Habitat Conservation PMlan, specifically on the three docimments listed above.
Sigrra Club, one of the largess enviromesital organizations i the countay with
approximately 500,000 members, and its Cascade Chapter {most of Washitgbon State)
with approximaiely 20,008} members dees appreciate the cpportumity (o comment on the
proposed action. W reguest that the Chapter be kept informed about the progress of the
propasal and that we receive copics of any biokogical opinions and other decision
docurnents associated with this proposal. Skerra Chub bas long been involved in issues
related 1o forests, salmon and ciher fish and wildlife, instream flows and mnicipa] wates
supply, and regularly comments on HCP's, Siemra Chub is alsp a recreational :
organization, offering many outings theoughk National Sierra Club, fts Chapters, and the
Omoups that make wp the Chapber.

Sierra Club, Cascade Chapter, respectiilly reguests that the Services read alt of our
quesiions and comments carefully md msvwersesponds to each. it is our belief that the
ESA mandaes that your roke 15 one of protector ind restocer of ESA listed species, not of
municipal water supply or of the budget of the propooent of this HCP. We expect you to
be unswerving in your prursuit of protection 2nd restoration of the species whose fate rests
in your hands. Do pot delegaie that responsibility to the City of Tacoma where there is
mydoubtﬂmtthwmmd wlmmmwmﬁmmmmm
themselves,



I ISSUANCE OF A TAKE PERMIT IS INAPPROFPRIATE

SHOULD THE 3ERVICES [S5UE THE TAKE PEEMIT TO TACOMA WHEN IT IS
IMAPPROPRIATE UNDER ESA BECATISE IT IS VEEY WEAK IN MEETING THE
REQUIREMEINTS OF THE ESA, NCLUDING THE RECUIREMENT THAT THE
DELINEATED SPECIES BE RESTORED?

Sierra Club is opposed 1o the widespread practice of ssming permits o “take” (harm, kill,
| deswoy) spesics Lsted as endangered or threatened wnder the federal Endmgered Species
Art (ESA) and their habatats across large pleces of lapd. T=oung an Ineidental Take
Permit (TTP} to 2 landowner such as Tacomz who must bear mach of the responeability
for the imperiled species’ reaching imperiled or threatensd siatus is particulardy
objectionable for us. Even more so, where the HCP does pot provide meaningfil and
adequate mitigation for many specics on those lands and in their waters, such as in the
presant case. [TPSHCMs are only 1o be usad i "lImited cireunstanes,” according o
the HCP regulations of the US Fish and Wildlife Senvice (ISFWS) as mdicated in the
Federal Register. Sierra Chub, Cascade Chapter recommends that USFWS and Mational
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) (the Services) use various alternasives to [TF's, which
thess cotnments witl enwmerate later.

SHOULD TACOMA BE GIVEN A "N SURPRISES" GUARANTEE FOR ITS HCP
WHEN THERE ARE MANYT UNENOWNS T0 BE DISCOVERED AND THE "NO
SURPRISES" GUARANTEE ACTS AS A DISINCENTIVE TO REACHING
RESTORATION GOALS?

Sierra Club 15 very disturbed by mmd opposed to the ™Mo Surprises” pusrantees which are
routinely given to dmber companies, developers, and others in conjunction with their
ITPs. Sierra Clnb supports and promotes ineettives o non-federal landowmers o
restore habitats and fisk and wildlife populations above levels gencrally required by Liw,
"Mo Surprises” assurances act as disincentives. They encourage proponents such as
Tacoma to fight 1o lock in HCP's which perait the same practices that broaght the listed
species to face extinction. While HCP's do sometimes provide some degres of mitigation
== abowve what might othenwise happen — such measunes are generally very inadegnate in
gelting o the goal of regtoration of the species. In the present case, while Tacoma offers
ta do cettam salowim. babitat restoration projects, they plan to have covered by the HCP.
other actions such as Increasing — doobling — (he amount of water storage behind the
Corps of Engineers' Howard Hanzon dam to the detriment of those same salmon. In
effect, snck HCP'sTTP'; give panties such as Tacoma, with a long history of karcafu]
Impaet oo 4 pumber of species with a free pass to avoid their responsibility (o get to the
aoal of restoration of habitars they degrade and the species that use thera.

SHOULD TACOMA BE GIVEN AN ITP WHEN ITS HCP WOLILD NOT
ABDEQUATELY PROTECT ALL OF THE SPECIES IT COVERS?

The issuance of Tacoma's proposed HCP and ITP would be totally inappropriate becansse
of its impacts on salmonids in particuiar, but on 21l the 32 species listed as the subject of



this HCP. For the reasons spelled out herein, Sierra Club objects wo the issuance of the
ITP. )

IL. 1ISSUANCE OF A TAKE PERMIT MAY BE PREMATURE

A. DOES NMFS HAVE AUTHORSTY UNDER 50 CFR 227.21(B) TC ISSUE 1TP'S
FOR EACH SALMONID SPECIES DEALT WITH IN THIS HCP?

B. HAVE ESA SECTION D) RULES BEEN WRITTEN AUTHORIZING [TP'S
FOR THIS EVOLUTIONARILY

SIGNIFICANT UNIT (ESU) WHICH FOR GREEN-DUWAMISH WATERSHED
CHINOOK SALMON 1S THE PUGET SOUND CHINGOK ESU?  LIEEWISE,
HAVE ESA SECTION 4(I¥ RULES BEEN WRITTEN AUTHORIZING TTPS FOR
THE E¥YOLUTIONARILY SIGNIFICANT UNIT FOR GREEN-TRTWAMISH
WATERSHED BULL TROUT? IF NOT, ISN'T IT FREMATURE FOR THE
SERVICES TO WORK ON TACOMA'S HCP AND ISSUE AN IT#?

C. ISN'TIT PREMATURE FOR THE SERVICES TO WORK ON TACOMA'S
HCP AND ISSUE AN ITP FOR. THE THREATENED SPECIES COVERED BY THE
HCP?

The Federal Register Notice {foderal Register 55:97, May 18, 1990} for NMFS' rules
goveming 1Pz apd HCPS notes that "TAKE" permits are aot gepericalty authonzed
For threatened sahmon species, and that ESA 4(D) nudes must be written to provide such

D. SINCE ITP'S$ SHOULD NOT BE ISSUED FOR SPECIES UNTIL THEY ARE
LISTED, ISN'T THE PROPOSED DECISION TO IS3UE AN ITP FOR OREGON
SPOTTED FROG, COHO SALMON, SOCKEYE SALMON, CHUM SALMON,
STEELHEAL, ANT} OTHER SPECIES PREMATURE?

Tacoma wants the HCP to cover 32 species, most of which ars treated as "specics of
concern,” such as Coho, Chum, mmd Seckeye salmon and Stexlbead. The Oregon spotted
frog is treated 25 a "candidate” for ESA listing, The analysis for these spocies’ needs, the
factors of declime, ete. is weak and incomplete at present.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT AND NO SURPRISES

As indicated cisewhere in this Document, what 18 proposed in the HCP is not really
Adaptive Management because it allows Tacoma off the hook. Tacoma mmst face ap to
its responsibility, as must other players in this Watershed. This iz not a pame of Pretend.
The thremened and endangersd specics discussed here are real and they need alt our
effons toward the goal of meovery. .
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Trua adaptive management invelves creating scientifically quantifiable

goals, manitoring and making necessary changes to meet the goals. This HCP's
approach could allow any potentially impacting project o comtinge if

propecly implemented. This HCP is ¢specially weak with setting

proper gaals and commiiting to the necessary changes -

Tamm“ﬂlmtmdmam&dmvmlsufmﬁnmﬂwwlﬂﬂmhmnmagmﬁdmm
the documents.

Mot even if it becomes olbvious Later that withdrawals must be reduced. Noteven if
Tacoma has gther sommes of water, Not when Tacoma can spend whet it wants and do
whiat it wants with Mo Surprises.

Adaptive mepagement would atlow the information & be collected and
changes to be made that are necessary for resouree protection. This would
entail a combingtion of hypothesis testing, settmg quantifiable biological
guals,ummmngmduuplmmnﬂngfhan&uﬂrynhmg&smmvea

" desired outcome.

The HOP does not set the quantifiable: biological goals pecessary o aitate
adaptive management and #ven if such goats were developed, Tacoma is noet
committed 10 implementing the changes that are above a predetemmired cost
or involve dowering their water withdrawals, This mekes it impossible ta
inifiate proper adaptive management as described m the Services guidance
documents; Coastal Salmon Conservation: 'Workiog Guidance for
Comprehensive Salmon Resioration Initiatives on the Pacific Coast (HOAA
1004) and An Ecosystem Approach to Szlmonid Concervation (Spence et al,
19951

Soluion: Financial commitment to = scientifically defensible adaptive

' management process and implementing the needed changes to the Habitat

Comservation Measures (HCM) or reducing water withdrawals.

In 199, scientists of the Mational Marine Fisheries Service produced a

document to ghide salmon conservation efforts ot the west coast. Coastal

Salmon Conservation: Working Guidance for Comprehensive Salmon Restoration
Injtiatives on the Pacific Coast (NOAA 1994} provides direction for '
developing a coberent strategy for averting extmetion of salmon and for

rebuilding these serionsly depleted stocks. n this guidance, NMFS omlines

three components of a successiul conservation srategy:

1. Sobstantive protective and consesvation elements;

2, Certainty of implementation of the clements;
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3. A comprehensive momitoring program.

Furthermore, because many of our action will proceed in the face of
uncertainty, the NMFS advocates for an adaptive management appraach o all
eonservation actions.

The elements and objectives of this conservation strategy are discussed

briefly in the 1996 guidance and are elaborated m a compeanion document
entitled An Ecosystem Approach to Salmonid Comservation produced by Spence
et al {the ManTech Report). ManTech provides a symthesis of work on salmonid
ecology and more explicitly defines the ecomysten: and adaptive management
approach that form the bagis of the conservation strategy. if this strategy

and approach are robust, the principles and objectives that compnse the
appraach can be sed as 8 template against which to compare any and &l .
conservation sfforts—including Habitat Conservation Plans—-and asmars (hat
these efforts form a coberent program for conservation.

Thies types of monitoring activity are necessary to assure that the
conservaiion activities proposed are successful in meeting the pasls
established for them in the HCP (Thapter 2): :

implemenmtion menitoring (called compliance monitoring in the HCP);
effectiveness monitormg (the project accomplished it objectives); and
validation monitoring (the actions were the "right” ones to nxeet the goal

of conservation). The third type is (he most difficul zince Tt requires the
development of measures that can track scosystem characteristics over many
years,

Compliance Monitonng .

In the HCP, most elements of the compliancs monitoring propram are chear
and well-conceived. Conservation measures are tied to criteria for
evaluation, methods and monitoring frequency are specified, and the
reporimg vechamism is provided. Less clear are some of the contmpency
measures should the activity ot meet design or longevity standards. This is
particulary problematic for the suite of instream fows propoged in the HCP
and summatized in Table -1, Will these contingencies be developed through
the inter-agency task force deseribed elsewhere in the HCP?

Adaptive Management

There are further concemns for many of the habitat enhancement
activities as well. The contingency calls for event-based inspection
following year 5 for larpe woody debris and side channe] restoration bt
makes only 2 single commimment to repair if the action fails in years & to
30. This is contrary to the objectives of the HCP and inconsistent with the
relief from take for the S0-year Life of the HCP. Some provision must be
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made for further management 1o assure compliace.

" Effectiveness Mogitoring

The tntent of this type of monitoring iz to assess the success or failure of

a particular activity o poojest at recting its objectives. To thar end, the
objectives of the action must be mads clear and quantitative. Ideaily, all
conservation actions, whether passive (the protection of wolf dens and eagle
nesis) or active (large woody debris placement, side chvannel restoration, or
flow management), would have clear and measurable objectives tied to the
ecosystern benefits described in chapter 2. For exainple, gravel nounishment
to compensate for lack of rangport might have the following objextives:
prevent further channel incision in those reaches where transport has
exceeded deposition: and provide spawning subsirale in reaches where mean
sediment size has ncreased due to reduced gravel recruitment. Associated
related o the action must be developed. It appears from Table 6-2 that

these objectives are needed for virtually all the babitat-related and
flow-related management actions described in the HCP. We sugpest wanslating
the ecosystem benefit paratives imto objectives consistent with the babitat

Moreover, some evaluation or reference criteria will be necessary to measure
against; we suggest that the "Propedy Functioning Conditions" approach
described in the conservation guidance provides a wseful starting point

Validation Monitonng

This is a crucis] but often overlooked type of monitoring. This is imended
1o measure the appropriaieness of the conservation measures to achieving the
goals of the conservation plan. i appears that the research commitments
roade in the HCP (Table §-3) Jean in this direction. However, the elements
of the research program seem 1o be a mix of baselime work mmd monitoring,
and are somewhat confusing, For example, measure RFM-02 A appears to be
effectiveness monitoring and shonld be addressed in that section. These
clements should be sepaated for mors ¢lamity, and the monitoring elements
tied to conscrvation goals and objectives. Again, goantifiable measores are
necessary for evaluation of the data obtained from this work. Almost no of
the elements 1 table 63 can be considersd valadation monitoring according
to the definition given in ManTech. This mast be addressed in the HCF 1o
insurs long-term system viability.

Adaptive msnagzement & oot simply the passive use of experimental
mformation in manapsment; more usefully, adaptive management Amctures
aciions and activities explicitly {o obiain peeded Imformation. How are the
conservation actions called oan in the HCP meeting that intent? Particulacly
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thos+ actions that carry an uncertzin cancome?
WORKING AT CROSS PURPOSES

The Citizens of King County and 1t Cities wall be charged with the responsiblity of
#chizving recovery of Chinook salmon (amd other sahmonids), bt cur ability & succeed
15 lessened by the presence of the dams which block habisas: and interfere with namral
hydrology, and by the lessening of Instream flow doe 0 Tacama's water supply
withdrawal. We are alsp impinged by Tacoma's plans 1o ipcrease water supply storage in
the Corps' dam's reservoir. Unkess Tacoma and the Corps maximize their efforts there is
no way we can succeed in oar efforts. IFf Tacoma gets its way, we will be impedad by a
mmherﬂfpre:msungmnmmmmmhmmmﬂmhymmmgmmnmmgm
wastef] ways with water.

PIECEMEATING AND FEAGMENTATION OF RESPONSIBILITY

This HCP should deal with related izsues and projecis as if they were part of 2 whole.
Tacoma should not be allowed to comtimee breslang off preces and projects to make it
raoee difficult 1o get the City to act esponsibly.

The Habitat Conservation Measures covered in this HCP coukd be rendened meaningless
because of the lack of complete review of projects soch as the AWSP, the Second Supply
Project, and the proposed Muckleshoot Hatchery at the same time. For example, many of
the canservation measures in the BCP are reliant on successfial implementation of the
Additronal Water Storage project by the Corps of Engineers. Given that the Corps has pat
completed its Section 7 cansuitations with NMES and USFWS, and that the consultations
will deal with a greaily reduced species list in comparison to the HCP, it is difficult to
review the HCF a1 this tirne and be confident that successfial implementation of the
measiwres is certain. Concwrrent review of this HCP and the Corps” Section 7 biclogical
assessment shonld be done by the Services. Perhaps the adaplive management section of
thizs HCP should include 2 "re-opeger™ oa flow management whenever the Corps Is
required to consult with the Services on newly listed species in the foture, Thus, flow
mqmmemﬁjrbuﬂlT&mmmdﬂmﬂamﬁmﬂdbﬁmmdﬂmdhymmm
new listings occur.

anaﬁ}g,lthﬂPmmthatTammawiﬂmtbeuhﬁgﬁndmfnlﬁﬂimﬂmv
noanagetnent commitments in this HCP if natural or operational changes ar Howand
Harzon Dam result in a revised Corps mandate {including even a “chenge in USACE
policy or management direction™). This spproach makes rehimmes on Aow managernent
for HCMs 1-01, 1-02, imd particularly 2-02 difficult. At a minimum, any such changes by
the Corps should be canse to re-open this HCT under the adaptive management strocture.
[n addition, many measures in the HCY are required by the agreement between Tacoma
and the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, Review of the HCP is difficult without fuli
documentation of the provisions aof the agreement. In particedar, HCM 205, miroduction
of juvenile fish into the upper watershed, appears to be relimt om comstraction and
operation of a new hatchery oo the Green River, which is a compopent of the agreement
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with the Tribe. Full vevitw of this hatchery's effects on Cireen River saloemid
conservaticon should ocour under this ECP.

nlsHﬂismuamﬂmmamemmﬁﬁmmm
of the Additional Water Storage Project by Tacoma and the Corps, with

naitigation measures and resnltant commitments to the Muckleshoot Indizn Tribe. Flease
clarify how this docoment will be spplied if one or wore af the following secur:

L. The Additional Water Storage Project is not completed. How will the
measures in this HCP be applied if the Second Supply Pipeline is constructed
but water is pot stored at Howard HManaon to sugraent fows?

2. The second diversion watar nght iz not implemented. How will the
measures n this document be applied to the frst right? Prequnsably Tacoma
wil] be operating umder 2 take prohibition s soon as the Section 4(d) rule
iz published; at 1his time, it is lkely that only the first right will be
mplemented.

WATER: INSTREAM FLOWS

A fish withowt the warer it needs cannot be saved by dam modifications, Large Woody
Diebris, ree plantings, etc. Tacoma offers w0 do various hehitat restoration projects, while
at the same time the City proposes to take sway mon: water with a sseond water
diverszon. It offers to make dem improvements while proposing to take away from the
nver's natural high flows by doubling water storage to accommodate Tacoma's water
supply enhancements. And Tacoma doesn't ever nesd the water. Tacoma's HCP does
not provids for reductions in Tacoma's water withdrawal sa the total 213 of: water
withdrawal wiil be locked in for 50 years. This loss of 229 of the base flow in the Green
River reduces the chance of survival for all of the 32 species Facoma proposes for “1ake”
Coverage .

Thas HCF does not fully assess the basic nnpact of removal of up to 213 cfi from the
Green River on a routine basis. This flow diversior — the implementation of Tacoma's
first and second water rights — represents approximately 224 of the mean apmual flow at
Palmer. In addition, the HCF does not clearly delineate flow-related impacts of the {izst
right vs. the second right. Depending on the timing of construction of the Second Supmly
Project, pait of the operational period of the HCP inay occty prior to the second right
peing implementad. h is impossible to determine whether mitigation for incidental ke
relative to the first rightvalone is sufficient.

In addition, because most of the downstream impact analysis in the HCP is hased on the
IF 1M methodology, basic potential impacts of thess flow diversions such as altsration of
wetland and floodplain hydrology, impacts to Green River water temperatures, etfc. arc
not evaluated What effect will removal of 213 cfs on & routine basis bave oo
proundwater tables thronghout the Green River valley? How will this affect recharge? .
Wetlands? In addition, the adaptive management appaoach is not comprehensive in thet
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oo provision is made for reallocation of flow back to the river if monitoring proves It to
be 2 necessary component of salmonid recovery in the Green River wattrshed. While
adaptive managetnent of flow releases ueing water stored in the Spring is useful, n order
fnraiﬂ-}wmmdenmltakepmnuwhtnsmd,mshmnaufmk between water
sipply and fisheries may be appropriats.

Further concems are for divergence from the nateral historic high flows of the Green
River. The recent past has Brought flaod coatrol, vast development on tie flood plain,
and a present jrability @ undo what bas happened to that flood plmo. The additional
water diversion and the additional water storage project play bavoc with the natural
hydrologic patterns, perhaps more so with the high ows than the low flows. This effect
on the river cannot but impact the figh stocks that evolved init. Add the impacts of the
damsz, znd the changpes doe to over-fogging and of huge amoumts of impervious swfaces
brought by land use changes and growing popuiations, and the fish may wonder if they
are in the right river.

Tacoma notes in the HCP that the Upper Green River Watershed is a key to salmon

Yet, the North Fork Green River Well Fields in the Upper Watershed, part of Tacoma's
water suply and diversion plan de-water 2 major iribautary which would be expected o
provide habitat needed for restoration. Thasempa:tsaremﬂdmltmth. There 18 po
analysis of those effecis.
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TACOMA'S PROPOSED GREEN RIVER HCP
COMMENTS ON FISH AND AQUATIC HABITAT
SIERRA CLUB, CASCADE CHAPTER, MARCH 31, 2000

OVERVIEW

Tacoma's BCP lays out a small zenouat of information on the 11 Anadromss fish
species for which the City seeks ITP coverage bat falls short on analysis and on
qualifying for an: TTP vider the requirements of the ESA. Fortunately, the Services'
DEIS provides more information. As far as the two recently listed ESA species, Chinook
Salmon and Bull Trout, are conceimed, there are peotlems in a member of arcas, For ta
matier, ﬂrgwnemtmeﬁ:raﬂufth:putmuﬂhrm\ruﬂdﬁshspmﬁ.

AQUATIC H.ABITAT ECOSYSTEM VIEW

Siermﬂuhﬂnrmﬁ:mmmsnfﬁeﬂmmfu&ﬁmnmqmﬂuwmdmﬁcﬂm
regarding the failure of the DHCP and DEIS to do any analysis of the needs of the Green
River's fish stocks in terms of a total ecosystem approact. Sievra Club herein adopts and
incorporates by reference the section of CELFe Comment letter on the DHCP and DETS
regrarding this concers, which are based on documents by D.T. Castleberry, D. Mather,
and Helly Coccoli. Sierra Club shares the concerns of CELP and the three writers that
nvarey factors are interrelated. For instance, the DHCP md DEES do not deal with the
prescrce or Lack of insects it the varions sub-bagins of the Green-Drywamish Watershed
and what effects the absmee or kow count of historically present imsects would have on
mmmmmmmmmmmwmmﬂEHm

THE DAMS: U'FSTREAM PASSAGE

The Tacoma dam bes blocked fish from moving vpstream inte the upper wakkrshed siee
the early 1900z, When the Army Comps of Engineers (ACE) trilt the Howard Hanson

_ ﬂmdcuntm]dam(lﬂ{hjmﬂmlgﬁﬂ'sahmﬁjmﬂmwmﬁshpamgem

Built nnll-ﬂ-ll}‘bmmthm“msmunﬁmm's:hm

For a ommrher of years, various parties, inchuding the Maockleshaot Indian Tribe (MIT),

have urged Tacoma & allow anadromous fish imto the Upper Watershedt, Tacoma bad
resisted because of water quality concerns related 1o spawned oux fish carcasses upstream
from Tacomsa’s water diversion.  Tacoma agreed bo allow a suall mumber of anadromois
fish into the 1pper Watersted begiiming in F982.

Tacoma has decided fiirdy recently that they are no longer 50 concerned with possible
contamination of their drinking water supply from spawned o fish carcasses (unless the
number of fish gets high), and has been working with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe and
others, experimenting with trucking anadromous slmonids above the: two dams o
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rittaries where they can spawn. However, the juveniles do not make it downsiream

past the neservoir and the dams which hawve been killing 92% of any juveniles trying to
move downstream of the dams. There is no analysis in the HCP of what factors might
be responsible for the high rate of mortality.

The: Tacoma HCP's unexaommed proposal for Upstream Passage is for Frapping and
Haulmyg fish to g2t them above the dams. Thos peoposal includes a fish ladder for
upsiream passage past Tacoma's diversion dam. This fish ladder goes immedintely to a
trap. holding, and temsfer facility. FHCP, p. 4-35]  The fish are then muckad 1o

There 15 no data 2nd no analysis in the HCP reparding Upstream Passage. There are no
citations to oiher studies reganding Upstream Passage. The Jorg 1ist of references in
Chapter 1§ of the HCP contains nothing readily discemible as being related to Upstream
Passage, althoush there e several refevences obviousty related to Downstream Passage.
There is no data end' ro analysis for Lpsircanz Passage which includes a fish Iadder to pet
fish past HHD). Tacoina and others have mdicated thew HHD, at 235 kigh, is to0 high for
success in geting fish past the dam via 5 fish ladder. Tacoma and ACE say that such a
long fich tadder would be too expensive. Their position is that there are no other dams in
Western Washington that are 2 bagh as HHID for which there is a successful fish ladder.
Even if that wers true, technology and undersianding of the needs of anadromous fish
contioue to improve pver fime. Unsuceessiol Bsh ladders may not have been
unsucoessiiy) if built with today's technology and vnderstending of fish needs. The City
of Tacoma, Tacomsa Public Uhilitees, Tacoma Power Division is studying chamges to the
MayTield Dam on the Cowlitz

River, incledmy a possible fish ladder on a dam which, at 188 feet bagh, 15 almost as tall
as HHD, at 230 feet high. Considering that the relevamt vertical distance should be
calculated to the level of the reservoir and not o the top of the dam, the height difference
between the two dams couid be inconsequentiai.  This fish ladder would include an
adaptation ta accomamodate floctuating levels of the reservoir where the ladder ends.
Such an adeptation would also be applicable for HEHD.

There iz ne data and oo analysis of how well Trep and Haul would work when several

+ anadromous fish stocks ave makring their way upstream at the same time. There is no

andlysis of how many fish might sctoally be allowed o be tacked npsiream given
Taconia's sensitivity 10 water quality considerations meleding taste and smell of drinking
water from the Green River.

THE DAMS: DOWNSTREAM FASSAGE

Tacome will work with the Aoy Coips of Engineers {ACE} ta improve downstream fish
passage al each dan, but, according to fhe "Tacoma BCPF Draft Synopsis Comments of
WEIA 9 Technical Review Panel, March 2000," Tacoma estimates that the pew
passage system will still result io kibling 36% of the chingek that try to pass downstream
of HED. A mortality rate this high does nat bads well for Upper Watershed recovery
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efforts and increasing of total Watershed habitat by opening up fish passage to the Upper
‘Watershed This is especially true if Tacoma limits the number of fish from cach species
which may go ahove the dames.

The modifications to the two dams that are noded in the HCP carry no guarantes of
improving substantially the survival rate. Also, improvements to the dams go with che
Additional Water Storage Project (AWSP). The reservoir is curmently enorms from a
juvenile salmorid's poimt of view. Smoe thess fish evolved before the darss were built,
they were not genetically programmed to find their way throngh a reservoir with its
decreased flow rate, different water semperature, k. This taay be a major part of the
prabiem with downstream pessage. At pressat, there i not sufficient data to know fully
what the problems are for downsiream passage, despite much study of the problem.

ADDITIONAL WATER STORAGE FROJECT

The AWSP will mors than double the amount of water stored in the reservoir at centain
times of the year and make the pool even mare difficult o get through tham a8 present.
Since the AWSP iz a joint project of ACE and Tacoma, it peeds 1o be considered in any
discussion of Tacoma's EIS. The AWSP is fir the benefit of Tacoma, since the
additional water storage would be almost entirely for Municipal Water Supply. The
attempts by Tacoma o separate the AWSPE from sthe City's HCP raises questions of
responsibility, certainty, and comprehensivencss. Many of the conservation measures in
the HCP rely oo successful implementation of the AWSE by the Corps of Engineers.
How can the public kivow whether successful implementation of 1he measures is certain
to happen?

HATCHERIES

Tacoma's HOP informs us that Tacoma will belp MIT build 2 new Haichery. Then the
City tells us that the Hatchery 5 really not part of the HCP. The Halchery agreement
with the Muckleshoot Tribe [S tied to the HCP, because it is ted wo the Second Supply
Project, which Tacomea seeks ta have protected from ESA "ake” provisions under the
ESA. Also, if the HCF does not get implemented, the Second Supply Project would be
unlikely to go forward, and the Hatchery deal would not go forward, either. In any case,
the Services should consider the proposed new hatchery in terms of Comulative Effects
because of the impacts of hatcheries, even with newest models.

The upper watershed should be reserved for natural production of wild fish stocks.
Tacona will azsist the MIT with the hatchery and intends to outplant the harchery fry imto
the Upper Watcrshed, Tacoma should not be increasing the likelThood of nummyg e
Upper Watersbed into a batchery fry rearing facility when this area may be the key to
recovery for wild salmon, The Hatchery is very costly. |t may or may not be ble to get
the required permits. The Green River & its tributaries aineady have several hatcheries
and certainly don't need another one. Haicheries create problems for Wild fish. The new
batchery could:
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-reducc salmon genetic iegrity

-alter behavior of salmon.

-increase harvest pressure on depleted wild populations -

-displace wild salmon

-climinate the mutrients from carcasses aloag the river

_produce fish which compete with wild salman for food, ete.

Again, Tacoma is taking away from protection and nestomstion of wild chmook sabvon
and other wild stocks at the same time it proposes its own protection from “take™
provisions in the ESA.,

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS FOR FISH

Tacoma's HCP drags out 6 altersatives o the HCPs propesed Water Withdrawal thay
look like “straw dogs" and then proceeds to knock them down. Under Ahernarive 9.2.1
(No Action), Tacoma paints the following scemariv:

--Tacoma doesa't get to withdraw additional water for water supply;

—Tacormna dossn't get 1o double the water storage at Howard Hansom dam;

~Tacoma ﬂamﬂfhm.dnmu‘t get to receive an ncidental Take Peroit;

—Tacoma will mm owt of watsr in 1 year:

--The CurpsnfEnghwemwi]lh:d:pﬁwdufdoingﬂmﬂd;ﬁﬁun.al Water Storage Project.

Bt in a more realistic scenazio, Tacoma would stll need aa [TP becanse it would
continue to withdraw water from the Green River via Pipeline #1.

Tacoma would not i aut of water for meny years, contrary to the HCP at p. 9-2, line
38. Tacoma's own Draft Comprebensive Water Plan Update, released in December 1998,
gave no indication of immirent danger of not having enough: water 1 accommodare new
customers. Waler purveyors, especially major omes such as Tacoma, do not suddenly run
ot of water unexpectedly. They look abead a minimum of 16 years. Tacoma Waier's
management has repeatedly indicated that they don't need the waier from the Second
Supply Project for a number of years. For the abowve document, Tacoma meptionad 22
altemative sources of water and listed a oumber of smaller imtapped sources for
additiora] water ready for use. Combining a few of those saller sources such as aquifer
recharge with additional water from Tacoma's weilficids plus a big effort at conservation
and waler re-use, could keep Tacoma out of traubie for slmost as long as the Sceomd
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Supply Praject would,  According to a January 2000 conversation with newly clect=d
Tacoma City Comncilman, Bill Evans, Tacanm has had very larpe deln problems recently.
Apparently 1o help pet the City ot of debt, Tacoma Water has becn frying tor 521 up
conracts with small purveyors pearty 10 sell them water from Tacoma. The Implication
i3 that Tacoma has warer it does not needs, .

The Corps of Enginesrs would peobably bave to make changes to the dam struchore and
provide Osh passage wnder the ESA, and would contioe (o add 3008 acre feet of water
storage dedicated to fish peeds (S#e. 1135 project). Tacoma is the Corps' pariner in the
AWSP. The purpose of that project is to store water for Tacorna's Water Supply
purposes. The Corps would bave no reason 1o do the AWSP and suffer oo loss if it oo
looger bad a project to do based oo Tacoma' 5 Water Parveyor dreams of being an ever
more powerful ptzyer among local governments and water parveyors.

With the possible exception of Alternate 9.2.2, which might have some mezit but needs a
smdy 1o be looked at zserioushy, the other Water Withdrmawal Afternatives are meaminglezs.
They seem to be in the HCP becanse something has to be written dowiu

The N Action Altemative is made to sound completely vmviable in the HCP, but if
Tacoma recognized the impottance of working hard for recovery of ESA listed species
and recognized the barm the City has cansed by its activifies in the Watershed for a
hundred years, NO ACTION could be a viable Alemative.  “MNoe additfonal water
withdrawal” is not bad for fish. [vs true thar Tacoma could refrain from enhancing
instrean flows if the City doesn't pet it's "Preferred Ahernative,” bt Tacoma could
choose to protect those ESA  species withomt insisting on an additional Water
withdraws!l. “No Additional Water Storage project” is not bad for fish either. The Corps
already got authority to do its Sec. 1135 Surcharge Storage of 5000 acre feet of water for
fish flows n Summer and Fall, so it is pot likely that fish wouald be impacted moae by a
realistic "No Action” Alhemnative than by Tacoma's proposal, which brings a oumber of
negatives for fish: almost double the water withdrawal; mare than double the water
slorage which makes the downstream passage throwgh the neservorr more difficult and
devastates any chance of mimicking the historical, newaral hydrotogy of the fver;, a new
hatchery bringing detrimental hatchery mterlopers inta e Upper Watershed,

The Altematives presenied in the EIS meekdy follow what Tacoma sets up in the HCP.
The Els frets about the Mo Active Alemative bat dosse't mention that the Corps already
kuts the authority to stoce water for fish to belp zlleviste possible problems, The EIS tries
10 do a better job of analyzing each Alternative than the HCP does, tan does not seemn to
harve all the peccssary information mmd doeso't do the rigorurs exploration and objective
examination or include all Reasonable Altematives as required by National
Ewviranmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Siema Club proposes a peal, reasonzble Alermative which would mclude Water Ballse

and Conzervatior with reform of regional water rates to pnsh citizens to conscrve water.
Conzerved and Rellzsed water are both considered by experts to be new sources of water.
The existence of a “viable but voexamined alernative renders an eaviromnpental impact
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siatement inadeguate.” [Alaska Wilderness Recreation & Towrism v. Mormison (67 F.3d
T3, 129 (b Cir. 1995)]

WHY DONT THE SERVICES REQUEST AN ANATYSIS OF A CONSERVATION,
RE-LFRE, AND SMALL SOURCES ALTEENATIVE AS A WATER WITHDREAWAL
ALTERMATIVE?

There is a great arnount of mformation on Conservation and Rellse including data dhat

could show how rates effect behavior and vield conservation. People 1o other countries
nay use 2 third of the water we use here. Wea naed the Services to stand up for Fish and
require Conservation. Such an Alternative would mswer the Services' concerns noted at
the boitom of page 2-1 of the EIS. It would mest Tacoma's objective of me=fing current
and future water demacds, and would not require speculative infornation. The Services
showld contact the State Depanments of Ecology and Health for further mformation on

how far Conservation and Fe-Uss could go in meeting Tacoma's peeds and those of the
Fish Stocks in the Gresn River. -

FiSH PASSAGE AL TERNATIVES

Tacoma's HCP offers a0 Alteroatives for Upstream Pazsage of Anadromous Fish but
Trap and Hal. There is a lol of icformation about Downsream Passage in the E1S bt
almast nothing about UPsiream Passage.  Even the huge list of References lists nothing
about Upsirearn and lots about Downstream. Strangely enough, Tacoma Power just
happens to have data and sn analysis of a possible fish ladder being added to the
Mayiield dam on the Cowhiz River. The Maybedd Dam is up for review by another
federal agency, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). FERC has decided
to stand up for fish in recent years and i= askimg for secious retrofitting and ¢cvin removal
of hydroelectric dams in some cases where only a small amount of power is produced and
the dam is a major problem for fish. There is an EIS for the FERC review and a separate
document called the "Draft %0% Fish Passage Stody, Cowlitz River Hydroelectric
Project, FERC Na. 20146, May,[5997. The documents are in the offices of Tacoma Power
pext to Tacoma Water and probably ar FERC offices as well. The documents deal with 4
dams on the Cowlitz. Sierca Club directs your attention 50 the Mayhekl dam hecanse it is
alimest as tall as the Howard Hanson dam. The study alzo mentions the Clackamas fish
hddermn&ﬂemﬂremnman "example of a long ladder thet successhally passes adualt
migranis " :

SHOULDN'T THE $ERVICES "RIGOROUSLY EXPLORE AND QRJECTIVELY
EXAMINE ALL REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES® FOR THIS HCP, AS REQUIRED
FOR NEPA 7 [ 40 CFR 1502.14(A).]
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Tacoma's Proposed Green River HCP
Comments on Forests and Related Issues

" Slerra Club, Cascade Chapter
. March 21, 2000

Tacoury Water Depantment's Gngen River Habitat Consarvation Plan provides a prinse opponanity fior the
Cay to provids fhe best possible loog-term protection of 5 Iands, the water and the fich aod wildlife

. dependert mpon these rescmrces. This opportunity will be missed if the City contines to rely an
commercial kopging of its forestlands in the npper Green River watershed  Ending logping and other

. improvetoetits 10 the forast plan it sceompany, not sebatitute for improved fich and Sow provigons of
the TP, as addressed in other parts of these comnments,

We chject to a conneercial lopging program and the subsequent issuance of an incidental taks permat by the
EEFﬂaﬂWﬂdIﬂSum{F‘PﬂE] mMWMme Mﬂﬁ)&rﬂumm

" HCP faih o meet the reprirements of the Endanperad Specias Act (ESA), 16 USC 3§ 1531-1534, md fir

'ﬂudmmm&umqmrmnufth'ﬂml Eavirmmeital Folicy Act md ils implamenting
42 U.S.C. § 4331 et zeq., 40 CF.R. § 1500 et 3eq. The DEIS fails to adequately consider,

L evalunte, or Gocrmnads the dinect, idioect, and caopulatioe effects of the destruction o' terrestnial ands and

waoate o document how the considerable losx of habitat and lack of amy mitigation mexcormes will

peamit sitaimment of the objectives of the Eodingered Spacies Act aod other fixderal statubes and

okt

The DEIS extirely fells to consider, evaluate, ot docuremt the sivipoumernta] afcts of fapmectiog
mzbme forsls, sclating forsst parcels, and elomimting crtical wildhbe Labibat 1o the waterched, Tmprcts
fo species dependent on termestrial suvironments are wholly mmpossible to determins a2 survey
mftermation is lacking or meufficient. The amount of “take™ and sffectivepess of measurss to minimize

po mitigate “take" ars equally impossible to determine.
wmmm&mmmmmwﬁmwmmm

m:nimrliu:tadbym m&mmdaﬂpmdd‘mdﬁmcmﬂmmaﬂdbfmﬂim
ravieoy boand.

| sommeary, the followring ‘mumh: resched:
Process and Documents
m%mhwsﬂmﬁmm v

Tepmieent ... spacific irznrable targets for achisving the goals of the operating concervation program.™
{Drafl Addendom to the Pl Himdbook fior Habatat Constrvation Planning and Incidental Take
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Permitting Process.” Federal Reginter, 64,45, March 9, 1999, Biologica] goals nmist exmrespond to flll
m&mmmmmmmﬁpﬁmoﬂwmm&amm
ccable, and secies” 1 and other busic | ination and mifieati tend

EMWmm%mmmmwm&m,mdﬁrm
“tales™ atindnization and mitigation. Generally, the HCP’s rescurce poals are extremely vagoe,
mverifinble, mmd umenfenceabls. The HCP faiks o consistently discuss how the HCF and TP aod theic
resubtmg habitat conditions, population kevels, ind ather cuicomes will mlste to the biokmical goais and
standards proposed in availzble scientific litecaturs, The BCP also fails to provide adequate quantitative
smatyses or other inalyzes of how improts to most of the corvered species will affisct survival and
CEcOuRry,

Serre Chub erof v Broce Babbitt et ol firnd that currest dats on species” conditions mnd recovery neads

, mhmﬂ;mhhnh&dhmip{mmmmfﬁﬂmifmﬁmmmmm

plans were written. Civil Action No. 97-0681-CB-C, Order Angust 4, 1998, 5 Dist, AL, S Div. The
FCP and DEIS fail to meet these ceomiraments. The HCP gmenally fails te idewatify species popolation
Sevelx and habitzt conditicns that vwoul comespend to prine recovery acrizs the species” s, and
from the TTP and BICP will compare to these recovery standards.

Withoot quantifiable objectives, there are no substantive provisiaes that allow for monitoring

. effectivencss. of prescriptions, and adinstments through adaptive memagement

Tacoma Water proposes using corrent conditions 35 2 baseline, yer muish of the terrestrial wikdlife hzbitr
neessary for supporting listed and unlisted species is highiy degradad from poor b e practices.
Cansequantly, the HCP will not raduss the risk of sxtinetion to mamy species, mchudmg thoze requivig
considernbis regtoration of wildhife kabitat is condmetad.

NEPA and ESA sectien T{a)}2) wzd the Act's administrative rules cequins agencies to wsa the best
a‘m_ihb]us:imm, Tie HCP does not apphy or consider the best available scientific information.

mmmm@mmmmmﬂmmwﬂmmﬁn
cotpletely umeppented by any scientific evideoce. Thronghout the dra ETSTICP, thers is decmsion of
ﬁbﬂﬂmﬁhﬁmmm%hh@mdmm.
However, oo context Is provided akong writh thess statements. For example, what ace the speciic criteria
which will b ngerd to determine whather a stand needs e be "acclagically thinesd™? What avidanos are
these cribeyin based on?

Crenting ofd-growth throogh thimning has yet 10 be done. Studies show that there is ne evidencs that the
Hrieing of stands 30 yemrs or older results in any net ecological benefits’. The conept that coe can
“accelrmats” old-growth comditions by thinning ressaing Lxgely an mtssted assooption. Tharefore, it
should not be the primary basis of an old-grewth restorztion strategy, Frzthermeors, for an sctivity whose
Jong-tevm benefits are melear, thinning is @ expansive axperiment,

! Carey, AB, {1999, Novembes) Blodiversiy end Intentional Management: A Renaissance Pitimaay.
Science Findings, .

PHW Research Station, issue 0, p. 3
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The Taconn Wister HCP fails to provide an adequate effectivenass manitoring program to provids for
odaptive management changes. Given that the HCP ik fior S0 ywars, adaptive menagement provisions
mast e snbatantive and sffective. )

Sufficient vogetation and wildlife sompling must be condscted 1o saablish monitoring trends and His _
presence and disribution «of species across the landscaps. Ay proposed, the HCP will anly train Tacoma
employess im che identification of covered species, i the event that a species is dighted, leaving the
discovery of a exrvered species completely to chaace. This method will provide uo accarate data ax to the
presence or absance of a coversd speciss over the lifk of the HCP, md render any meaningful adaptive

The HCP's compliance and effectiveness manitoring rmat oo fraquently aves time, inchuding
manikoring of spevies” populations and reprodvction, habitst quantity, hakitat aud specific habiat -
companents, habitat trends, and ather grals md dicators. The Tacoms Woter HCP hes failed to do this,

3} High Stapdand fo; TTP -

ITPg smd HCPs should ooty be used in limited cincumstances, The ITP amd HCP shoudd nof be nead to
elminats or degrade: kabitsts across significant portions of the landscapes, scosyatarng, or spacies”
Tha no-ooxtmseial logging afternative is clearly 2 more effoctive altemative to the proposed action,

Theé Sexvices must consider fins allemative seriously, sspecialiy in light of the £t that City of Tacama
hax provided o justificatien for commensial logging in their statenit of purpose and need
Forthermors, o alizmatives 1o revenig gnemtion have been evalnated by the City. The ESA standend of

minmizing mpacts and providing mitigation to the marinmm et practicatile has not hewn et

Rhmmmmmmmmwmwmmmm
protect the npper Groen River and it teilutasies for fish habitst The standand for 2n mcidental takw

pesziit ig £ higher than for the state Focest Practices Act of Tacoma's corrant Forest Land Minsgement
Plm. Pursuing the gzals of the Endangered Spacies Act, especially recowery, nmust be the driver in s~

N . .
A. 50 year incidamtal take parnut is too long given the no smprises policy. Either a chayter peanit period
or greater ability ta modify the FICP to improve habitat conditions shoukd be established. Ths carrent
permit providey great amount of certainty to Tacoma, but great uncertaidy to-the public's fish and
wikdlife. This &5 net an equitable agreest, and mnst be changsd

Forest Management

L vanapeomt Tongs
Tacxxne Water ovms 10.1% of the laod m the Upper Grser: River Watershad (14,888 acres), primarily
akoug the banks of the Ciren River, Under the proposed HCP the existing Managemant Pt will be
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WFMnfﬁaamf&nHmrﬂZm&jwmhwﬁahwhvﬂufprmmaMmm
Another 35% (the Consarvation Zane) will sustai soma amount of thinning of forssts, The conservation
zoae i designed to develop imte Late-successional stage habitars. When dris ocours the plm indicates
logging will cense. Whike we cantainty support the objective of eading the Lgging, again, we wge
caurticn i manipulation of the vegetation 1o achisve the desiced resclt. Ouly in areas recovering from
recant cheoculting dhonkd be considered for thinming operations.

Twenty-xix parcan of the lend (the Commcial Zaoe} will be used for “producing merchantabls timber™.
The revenues created from these practices will be usad in watarshed land acquisiticn, forest remagement,
figh and wildlife habitx: 2nd water quality sihimeanent projects. Such Logging activitkes place a priocty
of commenrzaal patanects over water quatity and habitat protection o0 diatter how many enviroomeatal
precautions ars aken.

MWMMmpmdmﬂmHmwﬂmthpmm
foor significanr actions.  Szhvage logmng 5 of particular concem.

3. Esglogical Risk
While some pablic ofEicials assert that commercial logging will not harm watsr quality or wildlife habicr,
there is muich evidance tothe contrary. Femeuts act as giant air and watee filters, and also ack 29 peservoins
by increacing water yields in the crocial dry months snd reducing flooding i wet months. Preservmg,
thoss fovests dimimishax the need for Tecoma's turbidity pool :md fiood contrel Sorage volumes as well
as the AWS {Additional Water Storags) project

of sediment in cur drinking water. Tagonm’s lande, bordering the Green River, zm soma of the moet. vital
fior wanier and habiat protection, themby marsasmg the ured for presarving those forests,

3 . ;
Funding lnd aexuisition and restoration efforts through cornmencis! logng may establish an illogical
soduning el Cmgdanngatompm damage does not malke sese. The lang-term comts of

wgter filtration comtx, bandelides, road repair, auc). Alernatives other then Logging revenmes, to fimd the
acquisition of knds i the watershed nend to be explorsd. ‘Timber markels ars mpradictabls, making
logaing revenes as a fimding sours # risky praction. We belisve that when all of the above Ractocs ae
congidered (and they must be coasidered) it will be appareat that coxsmerciai fogging doean't

4, Foret & Wildifa

Tha Cireen River watershed hax been heavily roaded amd Jogged, with resnbting impacts to e natrw

Exret ocoEystem Tacoma now manages importast wildlifis snd fich habitat which includes significant

Lete-qucceszional fovesty, Full protaction of these forests is the best assuranss of maintaining high watar

squality and sustaining fsh mnd wildlifs populstions. The Ferest Service has stregsad fhe imsportanon of
Tvizy in Ixte-succesxional forests thooogh the checkarboard s that include the Greea River,

wersions it sl fall shom of that needed for the congtowation and reoovery of endangered spacios.

16 Speci
Many spacies will be adversely upacted by the proposed action. Those depeadent ¢ Lyte-succasgional
firests, inchading salamanders and other amphibimes will b impacted the most  Acquisibon and )
preesyvation of Eeecs adjacert to the City's owmership coutd offsst the impacts of the eservoir, leggng,
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roadbuilding and other impacts of Tacoma™s cperations, Fock Cresk, Seamill Creek and Eagle Iaks
wotld be good choices. A few emamples ilhusirate the flaws of dv drait HCP.

Barblad Morrelts

‘Tacoma owas kinds in Rock Creck oear when marbisd cmrrelet nesting was formd last snmmer.
Homevey, Tacoma proposes to cootimoe Jogging in that amee (Cotomergial 20ne), The HOP st reverse
the trend of loss of habitat, and require restoration of mo ekt nestiog babitat m this ares, Merely

" promising not & dastron morelet nesting habitat iz not sufficiant for a 50 year [TP. Focther souitorbog

for mrorelets i the old-growth, prove in Savwmill Creel should also be done.

Spotted cavls

Spotted 0wl critical habitat unite and gate SOSBEAS have been actablizhed I the Grean River Witershed,
mderscoring ilx significant role ag nesting babatat mnd dispersal balsitat o the Cascades popalation | is
ackecwiedeed as 2 critical connectivity cocridor betvween the north and sooth casdeg for ety spaches,

incleding the spottad owl. Givea the Jegradad mﬂthMﬂulﬂWSmwm
mmmmmm

In reviewng the conservation strategies developed for histed spacies, we wonld 1k to raise cuncenss
gepitive to lomen dostarbancs. Unkroken canopy of second-growth forests in the koswer watershed
provids important habitat for goshawhs.,

Given the lack of mftmmation, e gechaek's smgitivity to disvwibance, and the impeortance of second-
groeeth Soeland habitar, we question whether the patertial impacts of the proposed sction o the gochawk. .
have been imdarstated The maim basis for the net improvemeant to goshawk babitat 25 stated m tha dradt
HCP 1 the scological and regtoration thinning of second-growth forests and long-term regeneration of
forest babitat, We zgain question e actual kugterm benafits of thizrning, given that the practice is still
coasidernd sxparimental. Thixning is pot adequate myongh to nee as 3 privary conservation measure for
gothawies. 'We aleo qoestion the baseline used in makmg this assmnption {see; Proposed baselne is
IBDpIOpTiate)

Wa encourage the Sarvices to deam the oo commercial Jogging alternative as the preferrad alemative to
readce dighoorbeeirs in fhe fem offtimber harves: and road nmge. The oo conumercial Loggmg alteratn

would lerve the greatest positive offect &e-the penthern pochawl, horever, nowhers in the EIS i this
staind. The EIS mmst be therough and accarate 1 cepresenting the benefits of each aiternative.

Pacific: Fisdver

Acoonding to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildiife Statos Report co Friw: (Sepiember 1998),
fechers uze fests with 4 high percentags of canppy clasere, abindam large woody debris, bargs smags
mmmmwmm@

a5 fovapmg bobatat, Foorthernwee, the sajoriny of fishers m westam Washingtos tand to b fxmd 1 areg
Juzx than 1300 m in elevation.

Since the majority of Tacoma Lands within the watershed are less than 1300m, they provide the best
long-term opporturities for habitat recovery for the fisher, However, Tactme'y clamm that fisher habitat
will imprive wider the proposad action is quegionahle. The HCP states that i *will haws positive ety
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meEnaging for late soccemional sopdittons; bt overall the: positrn: ot will ba pimsot oo fevr, if 2y,
fishers are Hkaly to ocoor in the HCP area.”

Onew appin, Taconw in clairing to creaxts Ite-mocessional/vld prowth habitat hrough thisning with no
scaantific evidencs that fooasts will be benefit firom soch treatments. Nonbere m the HCP does the
Tecons addess the rpka of hommg, soch a5 wdthoow, Thoming stods can expose them o wind,
S decismns winndthoow 2od sxcessive opening of the canopy.

Hovwr conld thie affect fishar babitat? hmahmmﬂmhmﬂenngwﬂmkmﬂ
affect figher firaging habitat,

Lasty, how <an Tacoma claim that if'the ficher "does ifhabit any portion of the HCP Area, . will occur
cnly in small mmwbers in the npper watershed™ without any reference 19 sorveys oobducted in tha past or
to b conductad in the fismre. Facoma cannat rely oo chance sightings ax an accorate indicater of species
digtribartion across the landseape. B Tacotma

is 1o adeprataly provids for the protection md, most oopetantly, the recovery of fisher in the Green
River Watershed, Tacoma mnst actively moniter for species” populations and reproduction, habitat
propasad acdion alooe is oot sufficiat to achieve recovery of the fisher in the watershed. We believa that

and recovery.

6. Pharended Lanide . .

The coyroaded avsas Yedt . the watershed A extramedy opostet,  Thass scologics], modors et
hmbhﬁsdmuimﬂﬂmmmmﬁedmmdpmwmwhbﬂnﬂu
watershed  Thess ncinds Kelly Butte {14 000 acres) and twe smaller ancs, (Friday Creek, McCam
Creck) noath of ths Groen River whem the city owus kemd. Much of the formec wes protected by
Congress when it established 2 Kelly Buotto Spacial Mmagemeant Area on the nationa! forest mds in
Lester, Sawmil? and Rockt creelx, This provides a core area for Late-sucoassional forast species
ertpervation btz tot sofekent by doelf, Phon Creek iz sgymessmvely kygring 1ts Loods, addimg tothe

-tnpertance of protectaip firests o Tacoms Lasde,

While some of Tacoma’s marcaded fands ars allscated to the nataral zone, we are still concemed with the
proposed loging and roudbailding in and adjacent to the Kelly Butte roadless arear The huds remaining
it fhe cosrmnereaal oo betonstn fhe Gioen B sind Kally Budte (secdiony 24, 19, 207 shoold be meaipamed
to restode a natural forest and eventuaily incinded in the raural 2one. In the interim desigrotion ofthix
afen tn the Soosvation oo wareld provads the Beabality to 3o the restoration work, wils e clayr
otgective of m-astablishing lxte-snooesional fimests oo moadsd condition.  Additkoal aness 2
Champion Creck (section 28), Eock Creek and pear Eagle Lake shoold be treatad the same way. Ths
enmoaded landx alang the Gresn River (zoctions 21, 27 should be dexignated to provide the maximom
protection poszible with the goal of 2cquicition of the timber rights 2= so0on ax poszible,

T, Boeds

Eoads canse maior problems for both fish and wildlife. Ne new reads should be allowed mder the HCP.
Even well desipned and congtracted noads sl increase sadimentabtion and impact waldlife {see FEMAT
Tepeat) by destioying and feaproeting balotat, The Segm % 50 heavily rzaded that i hes capead ineraditds
impact to both terresirial ad aqoatic systems.

W strougly suppoet the deoamndssinning of repds, especally it the anea hetween the Kelly Butte

Roadlers Ares avd the Grem, River. A stonifcant portizn of the: road melsape o Tacoma’s [ands is not

tsded for mbminastration of acoes ) other oomiers. These should be obliterated as soon as possitds. Ten

’
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ye's should be more than adequeater. Mo additional road access to ather owmnerships should be grorted by
Tacoma acrozs its lands,

5. Waterched Analysis

W s pleased that Tacoms will be participating in the wtershod analyses schednoled for the batin Tha
federal watershed amatysis has been completed and describes a serionsly depraded waterched, with
axtremely high road densities and btils late-succesrional forest. 1 is regremrabile that fhe malyzes prepared
noder state rukes ar limited to pEysical factors and direct impacts o fish, Comulstive effects are poory
auddrevsed and the anatyres do not eotgeder terrestrial species or ndirect effects at all, The City shoukl
inzist thar these other istpen be addressad in there watershad anatyres,

3. Ripanzm -

Foll prodaction of the riparian zones is critical to fhe success of the forest plan and HCP, the eacorvery of
stream buiffers {ripariin management zoes) were m improvernent over the: sinimal state forest practices
standamds they are still far bolowr that recommended by federal scientists (FEMAT report).  Agaiz,
eliminating commarczal Jogging will avoid these problems. Thers should b 1o further road building in
mmmmmdmwmmdmmmmmd

(1]

The current plan allows: considerable octumerial kynring. The conssevation zone still has a 100 year
harvest cycle for the: cotservation zoos, with amual harvest aceeage of 80 azres. While contignons even-
aged (clearcr, shelterwood) onits st 44 2cres are below state standards, these pepctices shonld be
fiminated entirely

Tha deferral on iogging the recenthy scquived fixderal lands in the nanral zane shoold be pemroeat. We
have akeo encouraged the City to acquire the timber rights held by Plom Creek along the Graon River as

somn ar: poesible, especially in the Felly Bot: madless area, to tmphenaent the Tility's conservation
simategios.

Akemative B steabtpies go to great lmgths totry te mitigate for the itpacts of additional Jogging and
road buikding. Most of thase would be 1m0t & the FICP just elimmated commercial logging on the City™s

" bande in the watershed. Fou wommple, safvage logging for safisty near rowts wnonkd be mmecessary if the

read no lnger existed.  Staudacds for restoration projects could be pattened o the Seattle”s Cedar River
Wit shed HCP.

3

Propoaal: Altesmativa C madified- No Commencial Logging, Reduced Roads

We propose that the USFWS and the City of Tacoma adopt a “ne commwncinl Kgpring™ stzndand 2x
retecied I Alsmative C, with some modification. This aiternative should be amended by a provision of
Do new roads, and specifising sobstantial road decormicsioning. The list of mitigation measares for
imdividheal species, ooder Alemative C (Table 2-18b) appears to allow congiderable development. This
should be cortailed. Acquisition and presarvation of additicaal fhemst ands shoold be requined to mritigats
for impacts. of Tacoma's facifities and operations that bawe desiroyed or dograded Laa-snccessionn) forest
heabitats: for sy spacies noted in the HCP.

The extire and base, other fhan wder the power mes, should be allocated to the namral 2one, In recmthy
clanret atess that sra corrently o e cxnmercial zone, short term vee of the poaservation mome
prescriptione might be voad, * Thess thinoing operations in “plataticns™ should eod within fiva yeos, znd
moad obliterasion cotitvewnnd & tose areas.

4
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Evon with the nisnipp standands estzblished in the plan, the adaptive management approach will requirs
a high degnes of comtion m crder to adjost the forest managemment and mitigation 1o address mforesemn
carcutnstaetss. Monitoring the earty mmagement activities iz ezsential to detarmine i they are providing
the benefils expected withn the limits of envvironmentsl impacts allewed

j The HCP should establich am acconntabie propess fior citizaas 0o becoms rvobved m dacision-
making for the watershed F¢ftre plans are realized.

desirnctive activities &t commintial kygeme, Many skeyuatives could be considered, for example: -
* aminimal rate increxse

» adjpsting e srucmires {e.g adding additional ligher priced ther for high mm}
» 2 summer surchargs ﬁwmm

* COrpoeate dontious
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RECREATION ANE AESTHETIC (VISUAL) RESOURCES

The Siema Club is not only an environmental organization bt also
has a long tadiion a5 a recreational organization. Enjoyment of
the Outdoors — the Matural Environment — througb hiking, boating,
fishing, swimming, sunping, reountain climbing and other activities
leads many of Sierm Club's members (0 a commitment B prabect
the Natural Environment,  Awareness of the importance of the
Ohatdones for renewal of the spmtpummtmthepmgmufﬂ:w
Sierra Club.

The Green-Duwamish Watershed contains many beartitul places
and many locales which are used for a variety of recreational
activities in a Natural seting. Many of those places are close to the
river, because the presence of flowing water enhamess the: beauty,
tranquility, and spicituality felt by those who seek out such places
for Recreation and renewal.

Both the Draft EIS and the DHCP pecognize to some extent the
beauty and recreational value of the watershed, the mportance of it
for recreational purposes to ctizens of the region and the fact that
some aspects of the HCP and of Tacoma's uses of it impmge on
recreational and zesthetic enjoynrent and use of the watershed.

UPPEE. GREEN RIVER WATERSHED _ ;
As noted in baoth the DHCP and the DEIS, the entie Upper Greea
River Watershed 15 for the most part closed to recreational use., .
This closure has beem in effect for meny years because Tasoma
considers the presence of the public to be & threat 1o the water
quality of it= municipal and industrial water supply. Logging
opetations, inclading their human component, have been
allowed to continue relentiessly, however, on both public and
privately owned lands. Recreztion is bamished from public lands
owned by federal and state agencies as well s imber company
larvds and those of Tacoma, at Tacomsa's reguest.

Siarra Club takes the position that thers should be some access

1o parts of the Upper Watershed. There are areas far from the
{Green River and even hather from Tacoma's water diversion
where people could access 1S Forest Service trails if Tacoma
would facilitate linkages 10 assist people in getting to those trails.
As pectial mitigation for the loss of recreational use of lands in the
Upper Watershied which: don't even belong to Tacomsa, Sierra Club
requests that Tacoma add ¢ other matigation efforts by adding
such Linkapes, enabling additional recreational e in the Upper
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Watertched.
MIDDLE GREEN FEIVER WATERSHED

Recreation and Visual Resources in the Middle Green Rivér
Watershed are very important to the Region. State Park lands
nur along a large part of the Green River from Kanadkat-Paloeer
Smate Park to Flaming Geyser Swate Park. A mumber of trails mn

_through the State Park lands. These lands are used by Hikers,

Picnickers. Swirnmers, Inner-mabers, Boaters, Wikdlife and Bird
Walching, Fishermen, and Camipers.

Recreation and Visual Rescurces in the Middle Green River
are impaired by the current large (113 enbic feet per second)
withdrawal of water from the nver for Tacoma's Mubicipal Water
Supply. They zre firther impaired by the operation of the U3
Army Cotps of Engineers’ Howard Hanson dam (3.5 miles
above Tacoma's diversion dam. They will be further impairsd
by Tacoma's proposed Second Water Supply Project’s
withdrawal of an additional 100 cubic foet per second (cfz)
and by Tacoma's plans (with the Coops of Engineers) to double
the amount of water stored in the ressrvoir bebind Howand
Hanson darm for Municipal Water Supply. Such drastic
changes 1o the hydrology of the tiver not oaly impair the fish
and wildlife of the Greep-Drawamisk Watsrshed, bt the
people whey need the Recreation and Aesthetics of the
Watershed.

Probably mosi affected of the recreational users of he
Watershed by such changes in the hydrology of the river arc
the Fishermen wheo prize wil salinonids, for these species
are in trouble and peed their historic natural flow regimes.

Also highly mpacted ave Camoeists, Kayakers, Rafters, and
other boaters who can be found on all of the reaches of the
river from their first access poiot below the Tacoma diversion
dam 10 the mouth of the Duwanish Biver, And most affected
of these are the whitewater boaters — Rafters, Kayakers, and
Canoeists — who kyve 1o run the Green River Gorge. This is
the case because the Green River Gorge is sensitive to flow
levels. The whitewater boaters require a substantial flow to
make it safely over the rock ledges in the fver bed and between
the boulders scattered in the niver.

At this point in the river’s rip & Elliot Bay, it is a small river
which has been meade even smaller by the loss of 2 substantial
pettion of its natural flow due to Tacoma's water diversion and
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1o opetations of Howard Hanson dam inchiding the time when
e iver 15 ot flowing at its nanural level because the Corps
of Engineers is reducing the fiow in order 1o fill the reservoir
behind it with water sned for Tacotna's Water Supply in
sumarier and fall when there is Little rain.

Whitewater boaters need water in the river just as sahrwmids

do. Taking more water out of the river for Tacoma's water supply
is contra-indicaled for both. Additiopal Water Storage for Tacoma's
water supply zlso negatively impacts both. Sierra Club's position
is that Tacomsa should oot e allowed to do gither of these high
impact activitics under the asgis of an HCP which has only ope
purposs: protection md restoration of the species in the Watershed,
including the salmonids Tacoma suggests should be coverad

by the HCP and the [TE.

If an HOP is vhtinsately agreed upon, it should mchude additionai
mitipation For reereation losses in the Middle Green, pardculary
logses for whitewater boating. Tacoma and the Corps ¢f Enginsers
cannot predict what the reality is for Spring refill of the reservoir
behind Howard Hanson dam. Doubling the amount of water storage
means that flows will be less than what would naturally ooear

 for a longer period of tme. That means loss of “boater-days."

For the myriad of whitewater boaters who flock & the Green River
Gorge whenever the river is running at a high enough level to
provide a reasonably safe wip, there are gage levels which are
decision points for them. Depemding on their level of confidence

on any piven day and their expertise, boaters decide oot 1o ran the
Green River when the flow iz bekow (or above) a certam point. For most
rafters, that gage point 15 wihen the river is ranning at Jess than
1300 cfs at Kanaskat-Palmer, or more than 4,000 ¢fs. For

kayakers and canceists, the range at which they prefer to nm the
river is 1,060 ci= to 3,000 cfs. Because different boaters have
different decision points, it's oot "All boaters are on the civer if
muirtmg w1300 efg, 2l boaters are off the river if nmning at 1150
cfs." The question is bow many boalers are on the eiver when it is
runping at 1150 cfs and how many decided not 10 boat the Green
River that day. How many boaiers ane on the river when it is running
at 1250 ¢fx amd how many decided not to boat the Green River?
And so forth. Sa, the coneept of "boster days” would provide data
o@ how changes in flow affects bow macy boaters ace op the river

om any given day.

By doubling the storage of water belind the Howard Hanson
Dram, whitewater boating opportunities could be pone much
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earlier in the Spring, relegating the Green River's availability

to boaters to not much mord than the Winter months. The Green
River Gorge is deep enough that in many places not mach
sunlight penciratcs. Many whittwater boaters give up on the
Green River Gorge in the Wimter because it is wo cold. Cold
bands male it bard to paddle or row. Cold in general can lead
to hypothermia. That condition with its imgmired thinking and
reduced body movements can impair boater safety. The
impenctrability of the Gorge In many places makes aborting
the teip and leaving the Gorge difficubt i necesmry.

The Green River also supports commercial rafling guide service
businesses. With Tacoma's plans to divert an sdditional 100cfs of
water from the Green River and to double the amoint of water
storage in the Howard Hanson reservoir, Yower flows n the river
will adversely affect this industry. Loss of commertal md non-
umnmmnﬂwh:tcwﬂm‘boaﬂgmnhaveanmmmmct
mﬁemmﬂmwmmrtb:ﬁrmhmﬂmgﬂ.

Tacoma must mitigate for recreation impacts by being required

to buy additional forsst lands, with no bogging subsequently allowcd
on them, to improve the bydrology and therebry the instream flows
which would enhance the likelibood of recovery of salmomds

and would help mitigate for impacts on recreation.

Tacoma must also mitigate for its inmpacts o Recreation by working
with the Corps of Engincers to keep flowvs as high as possible '
throughowut the year, with the possible exeeption of notoward events
which would cause major flooding downstream whers peoples have
been altawed 1o foolishly build on the foodplain.

Addrtonally, Tacoma must, with other regional water suppliers,
implement regional water rate reform. This wonld mean that block
raless ars adopieed for all secasens. The first Block of water would

be low cost bat 1he nnber of gallons received at the low mite would
méke consumers put in an effort o conserve water in ey to avoid
having to pay the kigher rate at the next block level, There bas to be
a high ¢nough rate at the second and subsequent blocks to give
pecple an incentive to save water, The affeet of mplemetitation

of such water cide rEform: over the Tri-county snea {King, Plerce,
and Snohamish Counties) would mean 30-40%6 more water would
be available for instream flows and for numicipal water supply.

| LARGE WOOODY DEBRIS

Tacoma and the Corps of Engivezrs plan to add Large Woody
Debris to the river to help create certain kinds of habitat for fish,
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According 1 the Corps of Engineers, much of the LWD will be pat
into the Green River shontly below the Tacoma dam amd allowed
to fiow down the Green River as it might if the dams were not
obsmzching s courss fom forested lands w some dowmsiresm
permanent or temporry restmy: place, Dther techniques bave
been triad by King County, such a5 rmmmimng trée trimks o
river banks with the root wads sticking ont imto the fves. At times
such amangements ane anchored with chains, ete. Typically, such
installations have been used m bank stabilization programs,
often where levees have been constructed aloog lower reaches
of the river and are pow shimping. Bank stabilization is most
often poeded om outside bends in the river berause the corrent
slams into the bank op such bemds. Unfortmmately, an inadvertent
swiramer, achild in an inner-tube, an inexparienced boater in
trouble will also be swept o the bank on an outside Bend.

If Large Woody Debris is used there, people can gat snagged

of it and die. {arge Woody Debriz has a hand time staying pat
in such a iocation anyway, and often such a location is m the
best one for placing Large Woody Debris 1o slow the water's
flow and create a resting place for fish., Boaters have copcermns
about Large Woody Debris programs without inpmt from boaters
on specific installations.

Siemra Club agrees and requests that Tacotma and the Comps of
Engincers establisb sach an Advizsory Coanmittas.
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FINANCTING THE HCP

Chapter 8 of the HCP sties that Tacoma's cost for the HCMs are $1.5.461 080 (able B-
1). Acloszer look at  the HCMs amd removing items that ar either State regulatory
requirements of BMPs resylts in an estimate of  less than 3,000,000 for the mitigation
package. This estimaie averaged over the 50 year period of the HCP resuli= in a cost of
kess than 360,000 per year, This is especially unimpressive when considering the toial
213 ofs that Tacome wamts & take fiom the river, the incidental ake of endangered and
threatensd species, amd resulting revenns which Tacoma hopes to secure over the same
H) year ponod. ' '

Ushlquyﬂwhﬂnrﬂmﬁnnmaﬂaﬂeinﬂxﬂﬂhﬂufdlmhgmmgmimlﬁﬁmm“m
made:

Of the first category of HCMs (HCM1-01,02,03,84,05) which are designed to
compensate for impacts resulting from Tacoma withdrawals, only the upstrezmn: fish
passage and downsiream bypass facilities at the Tacoms keadworks dam {5.5 million
dollars total) and a minor ameount of wood placement {10K dollars) result in a cost ta
Tacoma. The primary mitigation toolz of minirmm instrean flows and seasonal
constrictions have ne cost under normal conditions. The vpsiream and downsiream fish
facilities are 2 requirerment per State Hydrauhe Code: dams to be provided with an
efficient fishway (RCW 7520.060) and water diversions to be screened (RCW
75.20040%. These should ncit be considered conservation  measures. :

Estimate of Total Real Cost HCM 1: $10.060

The second catepory, HCM 2 is mitigation for non-Tacoma actions {i.c., gavel
replacement for Howand Hanson Dam's supply intermption). § was surprising to $&&
that twa of the most Inportant mitigations, the downsream passape at HHD and grrve]
novurishment. has no cost (o Yacoma., The 300,000 doldar cost of juvenile salmonid
transport and telease i= not congidered 2 conservalion meaxame as it = ted to the MIT
agreement which is therefore hatchery fish dependent and probably deirimental 1o the
recovery of wild salmonids.  The taro remaming easarss that incar 4 Tacoma cost ane
low flow augmentation ($400,000) znd wood debris macagement ($500,600).

Estimnate of Total Real Cost HCM 2: $000,000

The HCM 3= are for non-water withdravwal impacts of the HCF (e.g., foresiry operations).

Maost ofthe 7 million dollars of cost Tacoma reports in this category are for the forest
maagement practices including road maintervmes.  An undisclosed percemtage of the
o5t is for lost reveoue. Most of the measames appear to be a combination ¢f current
BMPs and forest regulations {c.g., no logging in fparian buffirs which are alrcady
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protected by current forest regulations and Shoreline Act).

Estimate of Total Real Cost HCM 2: $2.000,000

Total  £2.%00,600

Annual Total 60,000

{TPL) has to finance the protection, and restoration: elerents of the HCP. These
comments are based on financial statements of TPIMs Water Division 1998 Annual
Firemeial Repoct as well as information oo watershed smanagement {City of Tacoma's
Green River Watershed Forest Land Management Plan July |, 1996), timber revenues
apd costs provided in response to infoemation requesis. Tacoma should increase its
system development charges to pay 100% of the costs of system developments. This will
cieats pate equity whereby new ratepayers are paying tor the costs to serve them and will
allow funds 19 be spent on enviromoental protection and restoration in the Green River.

Tacoma should ensure that revenoe collected for depreciation costs are used to either pay
down debt or fund capital projects. Otherwize, futurs ratepayers will be saddled with »
financial Hability andfor debt burden and a system vt requires major capital overbaul.
To provide an addifional imcentive for water conservation, TPU should collect
depreciation funding through a summer mte surcharge. All customer classes should pay

a summer surchargs to fund conservation measures.

I geocral, Tacoma should pay for the HCP by increasing rates. it is the ratepayers of
Tacoma who have not paid the real cost of water for almost 2 bnmdred years that must
step up now and take care of the salmeon mmd other species that have suffered for e
faiture of Taconta to have ratepayers pay the woe cost in the past. Tacoma shoukl in o
part, be paying for the cosis of protection and recovery of salmon and other species by
cutiing trees and selling them. [t is totally macceptable to pay for the costs of Tacoma's
irapacts oo Salmonids and ofher species and for restoration efforts for those ‘species by
catting down trees which contribute 1o the recovery acd proteetion of them. Rather than
logging trees on Tacoma's lamds, Tacoma Public Ehilities shounld be spending money o
buy other parcels of land in the Upper Watershed o increase the City's percentage of
ovmership of the Upper Watershed and the moaber of trees protected from logging.

Tacoma roust work with other regional water suppliers 1o implement regionz] water rate
reform. This would mean that biack rates are adopted for all seasons. The first block of
water would be low cost but the numaber  of gallons received at the Low rate would make
consumers put in an effort t conserve water in order to avoid having 1o pay the higher
rate a1 the next Block Jevel. There huis & be a high enough sate at the second md
subsequenit Blocks to give people an incemtive to save water. The etfect of
implementation of such water rate reform over the Tri-couety area {King, Pierce, anrl



Snohcemish Counties) would mean 30-40%% more watsr would be availshle for instream
73 | fowws and for memicipal water supply. A surcharge should be added for Summer and Fall
when supply is low and Demand is high, of comrse.
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CONCLUDING EEMARES
HABITAT CONSEEVATION MEASITRES {HCM)

The folkwing is a synopsis of some of the more imporiaat points regending the HCMs,

HCM 1-01 North Fork Well Field

The North Fork Green River is the larpest tzibutary to the Green River in
the upper watershed and the: wells can dewater the system from river mile 1.5
t0 0.0. The stream is curvently vsed by resdent specics mnd some outplamted
salmon. The North Fork is ¢xpecied to be one of the most important
tributaries in the upper watcrshed for salmon recovery. This is a serious
threat to existing salmonids and potential recovery effonts. The wells ars

"used approximately 11 days per mamth between NMovember and May™ (page 7-35,
ling 2,3} and em undisclosed amount of time quside of that monthly range.

Salmon of certain species or life stage will be present ity the river at all
times of the year, There is not ¢enough information disclosed within the HCP
regarding North Fork Gieen River flows and their response (o pumping o
justify incidental take coverage for 50 years within the HCP,

The reasure (HCM1-01) is obviously a last minate sttempt t¢ gain coverags
for a poorly conceived conservation meagure, This attempt 1o mitigate 3
severe impact did not even merit it's oam HCM bt was ™acked-on™t0 a
previously written measurs dealing with mimimom nstream flows to the Green
River. The measure 15 only a shudy o identify the mavimum rate of pumping
that will maintains a stape reduction of no more than one inch per hour.

This rate iz stll capable of siranding salmon, stoppring igration, '
desiceating cggs and completely dewatering egps.

Solutions:

Commitmenn to use Tacoma's otirer groumdwater supply befiore the NF wells
should be a measure that could be inftiated inmediately but would not be
enough on its own. The wells may still be needed although less frequently.

Alernative analysis thet could produce a method that doesn't impract surface
flows, 2.2, new groumd water source,

The ultimate solution is nrbidity fittration of Tacoma's water supply,
therefore makimg the wells obsolete. Tacoma mentioned that this may be a
future requirement, therefore the only additional cast would be to sxpeditc
the filteation system,. .

Treptnent af the sorce: I moost nobidicy is dee w0 forest practice

activities, Tacoma should be considering a long term comprehensive
acguisition program for the upper basin. The forest Jand could then be
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preserved for multiple resource restoration objectives besides cunaling
mrhidity.

HCM 2-0i Howard Hansen Dam {HHD) Downstream Fish Pascage Faciticy

A measore 10 provide safe, efficient dovwnsizeam puvenile fish passage

through HHD may be the single most ivaportant peoject for the recovery of
salmon on the Green River. Although HCM 2-01 attempts ta addpess the passape
issue the device peeded at this dam will be expermmental and is ot yet
considered a proven method. In addition, the device = sstimated to result

in a 30% montality rate for chinook.  An instantaneous monality mie this

high will seripusty reduce the liketyhood of ‘maccess for any recovery

effort in the upperwatershed  The standaed for aurvival needs to be mised
significantly and the current estimate should pot be considered adeguate,
especially over the 50 year duraticn of the pln as techmology advances.

Solution

If it is a matter of cost 10 increase efficiency, ir should be spent. If
today's state of the ant enginecting cesulted in this amoupt of impact, the

* job should not be considered complete. Tacoma and the ACE should be tied to

substantial financial commitment o research and development for an improved
passage device until mortality emm be lower 1o acceptable lavels.

HCM 2-05 Juvenile Salmorid Fransport and Release

This conservation meanme describes the Tacoma funding for a MIT hatchery
and provides the manspanation for the hatchery jweeniles to the upper
watershed. Even though Tacoma downplays its association with the hachery
by claiming it will be permitted under a difierent process it does intend to
move transport the hatchery figh to the upstream of HHID. These two
activities could be in direct conflict with the Services HCP criteria for

ITP issvance- "the taking wiil ot appreciably reduce the likelvhood of
survival and recovery of the species in &he wild". ¥ing County sees the
upperwatersked as one key & wild salmon recovery in the Green river and the
perpetoation of 3 hatchery stock coald mpact recovery in the wild by:

" Reduce salmon genetic integrity
* Alter behavior of salmon
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" Increase harvest pressure oo depleted wild popmlations

* Dizplace wild salmnon |

* Eliminate matritive carcass conribation

Solution: |

Elirnizmte HCM or any otfver Tacoma action that could initiate baichery

management of the upper watershed, use fimds to trock salmoen adults upsiream
of HHD,

Wildlite Conservation Measunes (All)

. Therg are sighificant information gaps in the PICP assessment of impact on -

wildlife and it i reflected by the inadequate conservation measures. This
15 cspecially troe when compared with the amagumt of attention the HCP
focuses on fish.

Solution: due o the inadequare azsessment and Jong period of take
requested, wildlife shoold be grven 21l the attentron it oeeds before release
of the next Drafl of the HCP. I it's deemed necessary, the Wildlife aspests
could be separated from the HCP and dealt with in another permitting effort.
CUMULATIYE EFFECTS

The DELS does not meet the reqlﬁmmtsﬁfmeﬂaﬁﬂmlEnvimnmemalPuljcyhﬁmd

its implementing regnlations, 42 [L3.C. sec. 4331 e seq., 40 C.F.R. sec. 1500 et seq. The

DETS fails to adequately consider, evaluate, or docuiment the divect, indirect, and
cumulstive effects of the destruction of the ecosystem throughout the Green-Dnvwamish
Watershed for ESA listed and nono-listed fish siocks. The DEES fails to evaloate o :
document how the copsiderable Joss of kabitat throughout the catine "Watershed and lack
of adequate-for-restoratron-fisted-species-mitigation @md n-kind mitigation messaumes wilt
permit attainment of the objectives of the Endangered Species Act and other federal
statwtes and regulations,

Cumularive Effects.of Ecosystem destroction must be addressed by looking at the enfire
Green-Duwamish Watershed. Ecosysiem destraction in the Watershed has been
accomplished by many differett huinman practices in the various sub-trasing, incloding
inappropmate forest practices, agricultural practices, and development/land nse practices;
pellhimion of langd, waters, and air by industrial uses; atc. The evosystem destnuwction
iecludes wetand Josses; buikling in ripaian zopes and flood plapes: dikes, reveiments,
and bulkheads; mmconnected calvents under roadways, the twa dams, and other fish
passage obstructions; dredging and filling; many types of water quality impairments from
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supfaces: several fish harcheries; fish harvesting practices; availabitity of babitat
restoration stes apd apporiunities; etc.

The dizect, mdirest, and cupnlative effecis of all of this must be considered before the
SenmmﬂdmmdcrﬂhmngTammﬁmmﬁd@adcm:wmahedfanSﬁ-hm
fish species by such aspects of their Watershed plans (including this HCP}, as current amd
Mmmﬂmmmmwﬁrmmﬂmﬁwpﬂymm
helping build a Muockleshoot fish hatehery.

Such an analysis has not been dose. Sicora Club's review indicates fhat the HCP fails to
meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (and other federal laws) and
associated regulations, m gt becanse of this failure to do an assessment of direct,
indirect, and cumulative Impacts.

Tacoma, Seattle, and the Army Corps of Engineers, along with the Services shonld now
get down to business and joindy work on an envirpnmental impact statement which
includes the cumnlative effects of the Howard Hanson Damn modifications, Tacoma HCP,
Seattle-Tacomsa Intertie, and the Second Supply Project. These peojects are inextricably
interlinked, and should be analyzed together for cnmulative eifects.
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April 19, 2000 . . : _ - Fouratad tr E90G

w0 Explare, Study,

Presivr, did ENpay

e Mol Batnty
o thyr lsallrt:

" T Romansdo

5. Figh and Wildlife Service
510 Desmand De. SE #1902
Lacey, WA 93503

Re: -Draft Tacoma Water Habitat Conservation Pl for Greee River Watershed -
Dear Mr, Romanghi:

The Mountaineers is the oldest and ooe of the largest conservation and recreation
nrgamzaﬂunsmmeﬂﬂrthwesnmihahmlﬁﬂmm We have been’
interested in water issues for many years, particularty as they relste to fish,
wildlife, and recreation issues. 'We appreciate the opportunity to comment an this
proposal. -

Theh!mmﬁmmch:bduﬁnmmppmhmngmmthaﬁmmhw C
watershed lands owned by Taconia Public Utilities (TPU). In managing the upper
watershed, our club supports Altesnative 9.3.2. Although T¥LT only. owns
approximately 10% of the Green River watershed, these lands are directly situated
in the riparien zane of the civer. Logging within this zeme will dirsctly affect the

| water quality of the river adversely impacting salinonid species this HCP js trying

to protect. The area abowve the Howard Hanson Dam, (HHD) has been extensively
hydromedified by road and rajlway construction with in the flood plain;, many
miles of stream habitat ire biocked by culverts; miles of salmon bearing streams

have beerrobliterated iy debris flows attriblifed 1o forest management actions,
and forests have beea Jogged to the stream edge. TPU plans to use funds received

_ﬁmh@ngnmmynﬂmmhudmmmthenmﬂmdmmﬁr
.many of the HCP activities. Daring the TPU-sponsared community meeting held

in Tacomz on February 22, 2000, citizens expressed willmgress 1o acoept
increased water rates & offset the need for logging. 'We encourage TPU to search
fnrsﬁwﬂwﬁmdmgfﬂrhndamsmun,m“theWmMFmd We

encourage TPU to begin 2 no-logging education program for their

_ mcp]amngﬂlepﬂmﬂwefﬁctsufapmyﬂnﬂfthsq@eﬁrthemlmhﬂhh

of the watershed.
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The science surrcunding river ecosystems and flow regimes has changed greatly
crver the past 20 years. This is a relatively new eren of study and ong that is
constantly in the process of leaming. The methods used to set base Hows, such as
in this HCP, are already being criticized by scientists a= not being reliable to
protect fish and fish habitat TPU should not be aliowed to set a strict flow
regime for the pet 50 years for 2 river as impartant as the Green River, based on
a rapidly evolving scientific understanding.

The Mountaineers chub gypports msiream fiows that will mimic the naral Aow
of the historic Green River as much as possible. Overall, 70 percent of the flows
of its former watershed have been diverted out of the Green River Bagin  White
minizmum flows set by this HCP and by the Muckleshoot-Tacoma agreement may
help 1 meet impocint base flow needs, these fows Gl (0 meet the standards
becessary to conserve and restore fish. Recent science tells vs that the current
methodokygy used is not sdequete to set Bows that protect the satire river
ecogystem - the riparian and #ood plain areas as well as instream ecosystem
processes. What is necded is the imtegration of flow regimes that eocompasses the
amulative mpacts of these processes. By setfing insiream flows, Tacoma is orly
concentrating on the imstrearn needs of fish. As mentioned, the entire river
ecosystem nesds to be addressed.

The Movntaineers club has a large coutingency of recreational beaters and we do
not feel the flows described in the HCP are adequate for erther decked canoes or
kayaks. The middle reach of the Gresn River, Ingwn as the Green Brver Gorge,
is a world class reach for boaters. | is important that this area ron as naturaily as
possible and that the fiows mimic the natural over flow.  The rocky pature of the
Gorge requires a minmun 200 ofs for a classic boating experience and to keep
rocks covered for safety. B is understood that because of Aooding dangers during
certain fimes of the year the high flow would need to be curtailed, but we feel the
recreationa! experience shouid be mitigsted for in this HCP. Becanse of fears of
water contamination above the dam, boatmg is net allowed. Tacome should
mitigate for this lack of recreational eppoitunity and mansge the fiow of the lower
Green River accordingly. The Green River also supports a commercial rafting
economy. Lower flows in the river will adversely affect this indostry. By
doubling the storage of water behind the Howard Hanson Dam, boating and
rafting opportumities could be lost twe to three momths earlier, m Febraary or
March,

The boating expedience could also be adversely impacted by the method 18 which

the Large Woody Debris {LWD) will be imroduced inte the river ecosystem,

Aceording to the Corps of Engineers, much of the LWD will be left to How down

the Green River below the Headworks, coming 10 rest where they may, without

being anchored in strategic areas. Water hydrology dictates that mouch of the ﬁﬁﬂfiﬂm

LWD will congregate in areas that will also be natarat flow areas for boaters.  Sevme wageils
Fax {20y 2EA-40 7
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This could create a very dangercus situation. 'We suggest the LWD be anchored
m imward curves of the river in order to be safer for boaters and provide still pools
for fizh

The Mountaineers does not suppoct doubling the water starags behind the Howard
Hanzon Dam for severa] reasons. First, the larger inundation paol will figod
existing elk habitat, necessitating the removal of the elk to another, artificially
created, plain. This area will be created by logging existing forest and creating
this new habitat. Mot only does cur club cbject to Jogging as indicated earlier in
this letter, last we do not feel the elk can be moved withont cassalties. Just
mmﬂyﬂummmamﬁﬂaﬂmptﬂmmnguﬂamﬂuﬂanﬁnﬂmﬂn
resubted in 15 dead animals.

Secomd, because of the severe waier level fhaciuation of this larger pool, TEL is
proposing planting several exctic plant species in the upper banks of the pool.
TEEJ indicated that exotic plants are needed for planting because few native
species can survive under water for a mstained period of e and thes thrive
ance water levels receds enough to expose them, Species 1o be artificially
imroduced inchede sedges (Carex), Oregon Asts, willorws, and Bald Cypress. We
have strong ohjections to the introduction of the Bald Cypress. This species is far
semoved from anything pative to the Pacific Northevest,

After reviewing all of these consideraticns, it is our recommendation that TERT
manzge the Tacoma lands m the Upper Green River Watershed with the No
Timber Harvesting Alternative (9.3 2), increase flows it the river 1o mimic natural
flows, and discoatinue consideration of the Additions] Water Storage Project.

Thank you for considering these comurssits.

Sincerely,
THE MOUNTAINEERS

7

Edward M. Hepderson, Ir. ermes
President Chairman, Tacoma

(206} Z84-E310
200 THIRD AVE. WEST
CENTTLE, WA 95119
Ay {306) 2B 4977



